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THE MEETING oF DEPUTATIONS from the Provincial Law 
Societies on Thursday last wisely confined its attention 
to the points of the Land Transfer Bill which seem 
most urgently to need amendment. The postponement 
of compulsory registration until experience shall have 
tested the efficiency of the system; provision for the 
division of the country into districts, and the establish- 
ment of district registries, and the eligibility of solicitors 
for all appointments under the Act, were the principal 
subjects to which the resolutions were directed and upon 
which the efforts of the societies are to be concentrated. 
As regards the last point, we believe there is some reason 
to anticipate that the wishes of the solicitors will be 
acceded to by the Lord Chancellor. Upon the first 
point the influence of the country law societies will pro- 
bably be supplemented by that of the Incorporated Law 
Society. Upon the question of district registries the 
’ meeting affirmed that great inconvenience and injustice 
would result from the adoption of compulsory registra- 
tion without provision for the establishment of district 
tegistries in convenient places. 





Lorp Justice Curistian has addressed a second letter 
to the Times upon the subject of the Irish Judicature 
Bill, making some strictures upon the constitution of 
the Chancery Division of the proposed High Court of 
Justice. Our readers will recollect that the Lord Chan- 
cellor, in his speech introducing the Bill, mentioned 
that it was not intended to deal with the question of 
bankruptcy jurisdiction in Ireland after the fashion in 
which it has been disposed of in England. When the 
Judicature Bill was before Parliament last year, the 
House of Lords, on the proposal of Lord Cairns, added 
@ fourth Vice-Chancellor to the Chancery Division, 
mainly in order to make due provision for the bank- 
tuptcy business, which the Act of 1869 has left in a con- 
dition only too well known to us all. This was, however, 
Trejected by the House of Commons at the instance of the 
Government, and the jurisdiction in bankruptcy trans- 
ferred to the Exchequer Division, it being, apparently, 
thought desirable to sacrifice the symmetry and harmony 
of the scheme rather than lose an opportunity of saving 
£5,000 a-year. 

The present Bill has, in the Lord Justice’s 
opinion, erred in the opposite direction. The 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy is, in Ireland, vested in a 
court of two judges, who perform all the functions 
which here belong or have been delegated to the regis- 
trars, and an appeal from whose decisions lies to the 
Court of Appeal in Chancery, It is now proposed to 
continue these judges, attaching them to the 
Division of the High Court, but not (see section 6) 

them judges of that court; and they are to 
eXercise the same limited jurisdiction “and none other” 
with which they are now entrusted. If this were con- 
fined to the existing judges there might’ be some reason 





in it, as it is obviously impolitic to multiply enforced 
retirements, and they could not be compelled to accept 
an enlarged jurisdiction; but it is, unhappily, extended 
to their successors, and thus a court of limited and 
exclusive jurisdiction, whose judges are, as to rank and 
salary, greatly inferior to the judges of the High Court, 
is to be perpetuated, thus sacrificing the symmetry and 
harmony of the system even more than has been 
done in England, and moreover losing an opportunity of 
saving about £4,000 a year, subject to the interests of 
the existing judges. 

In our notice’ of this Bill while still in the future 
(ante p. 375), we suggested that the proper course 
would be to “make due provision for the absorp- 
tion of the judges of the Bankruptcy Court as 
occasion may arise,” attaching them in the meantime to 
the Chancery Division, and providing that all the judges 
of that division should exercise this jurisdiction. If the 
same course precisely were taken with the judge of the 
Landed Estates Court, the judge of the Probate Court, 
and the judge of the Admiralty Court, instead of crea- 
ting a separate Probate Division (which will on the next 
vacancy in the Court of Admiralty be reduced to a 
single judge), which can only have been introduced be- 
cause such a Division has been made by the English Act, 
and is quite unsuited to the state and amount of busi- 
ness in Ireland; the court would, we think, be much more 
efficient as well as more symmetrical, and a considerable 
saving in judicial and official salaries would at no distant 
period be effected. The Chancery Division would, on 
this plan, consist at the outset of seven judges exclusive 
of the Lord Chancellor ; but there should be a provision 
for reducing them to four as vacancies may occur, in the 
meantime vesting all the jurisdiction now exercised by 
all in each of the four judges who are intended to be 
permanent (the Master of the Rolls, the Vice-Chancellor, 
and the judges of the Landed Estates and Probate 
Courts), and enacting that no vacancy caused by the 
death, deprivation, or resignation of any of the remain- 
ing three should be filled up. It might also be advis- 
able to provide that these three judges should have the 
refusal of any vacancy in any of the four permanent places 
which might occur during their tenure of office. If this 
were done, and if, instead of reducing the Common Pleas 
and Exchequer Divisions by one judgeeach, the Exchequer 
were altogether abolished and its judges transferred to 
the other Common Law Divisions (providing for reducing 
these to five judges each as vacancies occurred), there 
would remain a permanent court of fourteen judges, ex- 
clusive of the Lord Chancellor, distributed in three 
strong, instead of five weak, divisions, having a judicial 
strength amply sufficient for the requirements of the 
country, and enabling us to get rid of a host of subor- 
dinate officers, who are, in the aggregate, a far greater 
burden than the judges, and who are necessarily mul- 
tiplied by every increase in the number of divisions. If 
this plan were adopted it would be necessary to make a 
slight modification in the constitution of the Court of 
Appeal, either by reducing the number of ex officio 
members to three, or by enacting that from and after 
the next vacancy in the office of Lord Chief Baron the 
Master of the Rolls shall become an ex officio member 
of the court. 

We are glad to see that the Lord Justice has added 
the weight of his name to the suggestion , which 
we made in our mention of this subject last week, 
that the Lord Chancellor of Ireland should be con- 
verted into a permanent judge, with a salary of £6,000 
a-year. The fact that the office is now vacant affords 
an opportunity for making this most valuable reform 
which may not readily recur. 





AN INTERESTING PornT on the Dramatic Copyright Act 
(3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15), was decided by the Court of 
Queen’s Bench on Monday last, in Toole v. Young. Mr. 
Hollingshead, having written a story, afterwards drama- 
tized it and sold the drama to the plaintiff. Afterwards, 
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another writer, in ignorance of the existence of Mr. 
Hollingshead’s drama, dramatized the story, and this 
second drama was acted without the plaintiff's licence. 
The action was brought to recover the penalty imposed 
by section 2 of the Act for every representation infring- 
ing the proprietary right. It was admitted that the two 
dramas, although certain large portions were the 
same in each, were independent adaptations of the story. 
The question for the decision of the court was whether 
under these circumstances the plaintiff's sole liberty of 
representing his drama had been infringed. Now in 
Reade v. Conquest (10 W. R. 271,11 C. B. N.S 479), 
the author of a drama “ novelized ”’ it, atid the defendant 
afterwards, in ignorance of the prior drama, drama- 
tized the novel. Some parts of the two dramas were the 
same. The court held that the copyright under 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c.15, was infringed if the whole or any partof the plain- 
tiffs drama was represented without leave, and since 
a very considerable part of it had been so represented 
by the defendant he was liable for infringement. 
It was urged in Toole v. Young that this rule would 
apply where the defendant’s drama was founded on 
a novel on which the former drama was founded. The 
Court, however, refused to take this view. Anyone 
may dramatize a novel (Reade v. Conquest, 9 W. R. 
434), and the court thought that the mere fact that the 
author of the novel had done so could not prevent anyone 
else from doing the same. The second dramatist could 


‘not take his drama from the previous drama, but why 


not from the novel from which the previous drama was 
taken? Supposing even that the dramas were the same, 
they were taken independently from the same source. 
In Reade v. Conquest the novel was a copy of the drama, 
and, therefore, the defendant in copying the novel 
necessarily copied the drama; here both dramas were 
copies of the same novel. The lesson of the recent case 
to dramatic authors is, write your drama before you 
“novelize” it; then neither can your drama be pirated 
nor (practically) can your novel be dramatized. If you 
publish your novel first and then dramatize it, not only 
can your novel be dramatized, but all the effective scenes 
of your drama may be reproduced in other dramas con- 
structed from the novel. 





Ir WILL BE REMEMBERED that, in pursuance of a recom- 
mendation of the Parliamentary Committee on the expen- 
diture for the Civil Service, a commission was adopted to 
inquire into the administrative departments of the courts 
of justice. The Commissioners have issued a first report, 
which covers but a small and comparatively unimportant 
portion of the work assigned tothem. In anticipation of 
changes under the Judicature Act they have considered 
it necessary to report thus speedily on compensation on 
abolition of office and the utilization of officers in receipt 
of such compensation. The report contains seven 
recommendations, which, put shortly, amount to this: 
that on the abolition of an office the official deprived of 
his post should have awarded to him only the same 
amount of peusion or compensation as he wou!d have on 
ordinary retirement, under the Superannuation Acts; 
that he should be liable to be recalled into the public 
service; that he should in some cases be awarded a gross 
sum as compensation under the Pensions Commutation 
Act, and that these recommendations should, if necessary, 
be the subject of legislation. Mr. Baron Bramwell makes 
an independent statement. The only portion of the 
report in which he concurs is that part which relates to 
the utilization of persons who are in receipt of pensions. 
His objection to the remainder is, that it applies the 
same rule to two things wholly different—namely the 
right to pension on inability to continue service, and the 
right to compensation possessed by the holder of an 
office on being deprived of it. In the former case, he 
argues that the pension is part of the bargain, but in the 
latter there is no bargain, the right is to an indemnity 
and the amount of this indemnity cannot be measured 
by length of service. ‘No rule can be laid down for 





such cases any more than a rule can be laid down as to 
what price per acre shall be paid for land expropriated, 
let it be where it may.” That we believe is the truth. 
No hard and fast line can be laid down as to the proper 
compensation to be awarded on the abolition of an office, 
The holder may be a professional man who has given up 
all other prospects in life to take a post he might fairly 
hope to enjoy for a lengthened term ; he may have begun 
on a small salary with a prospect of advancement in 
course of time, or he may have a right of succession to 
higher offices. If his post is abolished within a few years 
after he has entered upon it, he loses all his prospects and 
is thrown on the world to begin life afresh. At the other 


end of the scale is the holder of an abolished office who 


has nearly completed his term of service. Or to use Mr, 
Baron Bramwell’s illustration, if the rule suggested by 
the Commissioners were adopted, this might be the con- 
sequence :—A barrister takes a county court judgeship ; 
after holding it a year or two, his professional connec- 
tion being wholly lost, and his health being such that 
he may hope to hold his office twenty or thirty years, it 
is abolished, and he is told he is to receive less compen- 
sation than another whose age is such that he can hardly 
hope to continue in office six months, because he has 
served less time than that other. It can scarcely be in- 
tended that suggestions leading to gross injustice of this 
kind should be acted upon. The best that can be said 
for the report is, as the dissentient commissioner dryly 
remarks, “though it lays down a wrong rule, it does so 
subject to so many ‘ qualifications and considerations’ 
as to make it no rule at all.” Considering that the only 
lawyer on the commission refuses to concur in six out 
of the seven recommendations, we cannot believe that 
the report will carry any weight with Parliament or the 
country. 





Tue nutes relating to district registries, for which 
country solicitors will look with some anxiety, have been 
incorporated into the first reprint of the draft rules now 
under the consideration of the committee of judges. 





We unperstanp that Lord Selborne has consented to 
accept the presidency of the Legal Education Associa- 
tion, recently vacated by Mr. Baron Amphlett. 








THE PUBLIC WORSHIP REGULATION BILL. 

The Public Worship Regulation Bill has now been read 
asecond time; and notwithstanding the opposition of 
Lords Shaftesbury and Nelson, and the studiously un- 
sympathetic attitude of the Government, seems likely, 
with some modifications, to become law. Its object is to 
enforce obedience to the law on the part of the clergy, 
easily, swiftly, and inexpensively ; and as there can be 
no doubt that if it works at all, it will amount practically 
to a repeal of the Church Discipline Act (3 & 4 Vict. « 
86) so far as relates to offences against the Act of 
Uniformity, it becomes important carefully to consider 
its provisions, especially with a view of discovering how 
far the two great enis aimed at, of speed and cheapness, 
are attained. 

Now under the Church Discipline Act, if an ecclesias- 
tical suit runs its whole length, there can be no less than 
four separate public hearings. First, there is the hear- 
ing before the Commissioners of Inquiry (s. 4) who are a 
sort of grand jury impannelled by the Bishop to inquire 
whether there is any prima facie case against the accused 
clerk. Secondly, if the Commissioners should find a “ true 
bill” there is the hearing before the Bishop and his 
assessors (s. 11). Thirdly, there is an appeal to the 
the Archbishop’s court, and thence to the Judicial Com- 
mittee (s.15). This system, if carried out in practice, 
would be enormously expensive and dilatory, and in re- 
ducing the possible number of hearings to two, or at 
most to three, the new Bill unquestionably is an 
improvement. But even under the present system, 
there are not, in practice, four separate hearings. 
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The Commission of Inquiry is often dispensed with, 
(except in cases where offences against morality are 
charged) and the Bishop proceeds on his own motion. 
Again, the hearing before the Bishop and his assessors 
seldom or never takes place, but the case is sent at once 
by letters of request, to the Court of Appeal of the 
province (s. 13). So that in fact there are, generally 
speaking, only two hearings, one before the Court of the 
Archbishop, and the other before the Judicial Committee. 
The gain therefore, is rather apparent than real. And as 
regards cheapness, the new Bill provides, indeed, that the 
registrar’s fees in any one suit, shall not exceed three 
guineas (clause 13), but the expenses of the suit are quite 
apart from the mere court fees, and, as the Bill at 
present stands, we see no reason why proctors, attorneys, 
and barristers should not reap as rich a harvest under the 
new system as underthe old. There is no provision for- 
bidding the employment of professional advisers, and it 
would be a great misfortune if there were. Yet if they 
are to be employed they must be paid, and their fees in 
the new courts will not be smaller than they have been 
in the old. 

We proceed to notice some of the more important 
provisions of the new measure in its altered form as 
amended upon the report; and the first point worth 
observation is that the promoters in future must belong 
to certain specified classes, instead of, as at present, being 
anyone, whether Churchman or Dissenter, parishioner or 
non-parishioner, whom the bishop may permit to promote 
his office. They must be “the archdeacon of the archdea- 
conry, rural dean of the deanery, churchwarden, or any 
threeparishioners of the parish ” within which the church 
is situate, or for which the burial ground is provided, where 
illegal practices are complained of (cl. 8); and if the com- 
plainants are “ parishioners” they must transmit to the 
bishop a declaration that they are members of the Church 
of England (sch. A). This section seems to us 
uncalled for and unwise. The bishop’s discretion is 
surely enough to check meddlesome interference, and 
sometimes it may be advisable to allow a stranger to a 
parish to put the law in force for the public benefit. 
Thus in the well-known case of Martin v. Mackonochie, 
Mr. Martin was not a parishioner of St. Albans, Holborn, 
where the defendant officiated, a fact to which the Dean 
of Arches appeared to attach some little importance in 
considering the question cf costs, (16 W. R. at p. 606, 
L. R. 2A. & E. at p. 246), but to which the Privy 
Council attached none (17 W. R. at p. 194, L. R. 2 P. C. 
at p. 392) being, no doubt, of opinion that all persons 
permitted by the bishop to promote his office should be 
treated alike. 

The suit will commence by the transmission to thebishop 
of a written representation (sch.B) signed by the complain- 
ant orcomplainants, that thelawhas been infringed, either 
by alterations or additions to the church without a faculty, 
“or that any decoration forbidden by law, has been intro- 
duced into such church”’; or that any unlawful “ orna- 
ment of the minister” has been used or permitted; or 
that the incumbent has failed to observe the directions 
contained in the prayer book relating to the performance 
of divine service (cl. 8). The language here used is in 
one respect remarkable. An “ornament” is a well 
understood ecclesiastical term, and what ornaments are 
legal, and what are not, depends upon the true construc- 
tion of the prefatory note upon ornaments in the prayer 
book. But what is a “decoration” forbidden by law? 
Flowers at Easter, or holly at Christmas for example, 
are clearly not sanctioned by the “ornament” rubric or 
note. They are “ decorations” which have hitherto been 
tolerated, but it is not improbable that their legality may 
be challenged in the future. The terms of the new Bill 
seem to invite discussion as to what “decorations” are 
forbidden by +law. It will probably be held that the 
terms “ ornaments” of the church and “ decorations ” of 
the church really mean the same thing. But it is to be 
regretted that a novel expression has been used, especially 

when it is remembered that the retention of many 





articles of furniture in our churches has been justified 
on the ground that although not within the “ ornament” 
note they are lawful as mere “ decorations.” 

The bishop upon receiving a representation, may, if he 
think fit, within six months proceed to consider it, with 
the assistance of his chancellor, if a barrister, and if not 
with the assistance of a barrister of ten years’ standing 
who is a member of the Church of England (clauses 
9,10); he may also for his own guidance state a case 
for the opinion of the Court of Appeal upon any question 
which, in his opinion, is a question of law. No 
appeal is to lie from the judgment of the bishop upon 
any question of law so submitted by him to the Court 
of Appeal. This power of stating a case, therefore, 
should, we think, only be exercised by consent. Other- 
wise the parties might find themselves debarred from an 
appeal altogether. The terms in which the case was 
stated might not be satisfactory, and yet the bishop’s 
decision is to be final. 

Clause 15 provides for an appeal, and was originally 
drawn in such a manner as to render it doubtful whether, 
except by the leave of the archbishop, either party could 
obtain the decision of her Majesty in Council. But in 
its amended shape the final appeal is preserved. This is 
an important point, as it would have been highly inexpe- 
dient to leave it in the discretion of the primate whether 
there should be an appeal or not. On the other hand 
itis obvious that unless the archbishop chooses to exercise 
the power given him by the Bill of transmitting the 
appeal direct to the Judicial Committee, there must be 
at least three hearings of every ecclesiastical case. ©The 
best course, as it seems to us, would be to enact that any 
appeal from either the bishop’s court or archbishop’s 
court (when sitting for the diocese and not for the 
province) should be direct to her Majesty in Council. 
The number of hearings would thus certainly be reduced 
to two, and we fail to see why after an investigation by 
the bishop and his chancellor there should be another 
fresh hearing before the archbishop and his official 
principal. 

There is a useful provision in the Bill (cl. 17) that, 
unless a contrary direction is given either by the bishop 
or the Court of Appeal a monition shall be enforced 
pendente lite. Heavy penalties, moreover, are inflicted 
upon anyone who contumaciously disregards a monition 
(cl. 19), These are useful clauses, and will tend to pro- 
mote uniformity of worship, but, standing alone, would 
not be a sufficient reason for passing the Bill, The ques- 
tion remains whether, taken as a whole, the Bill is 
a wise one. It has the advantage, certainly, of treating 
departures from the Act of Uniformity in a less offen- 
sive manner than heretofore. The offending clergyman 
is not to be regarded any longer as a criminal. But 
we canvot understand how in any appreciable degree 
either time or expense will be saved by the new ma- 
chinery ; and if neither time nor expense is saved it is 
difficult to justify the creation of a new set of ecclesias- 
tical courts. The Bill, moreover, makes the bishops 
masters of the situation. Everything, so far as regards 
the institution of proceedings, is in their discretion. In 
most cases that discretion would probably be judiciously 
exercised, but even bishops are not infallible. If the Bill 
is to become law, the absolute discretion at present left to 
them by it ought to be restrained. 





WARRANTY OF CARE. 
ss 
Within the last few years the question has been dis- 
cussedin three cases, whatresponsibility, with respect to a 
thing let for hire or furnished for reward, is undertaken 
by the person who supplies it? In the first two it 
seemed that important progress had been made towards 
settling a point which had long been regarded as one 
of much difficulty; but the third has thrown us into 
t doubt and perplexity. 
ie Redhead v. Midland Railway Company (17 W. B. 
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737, L. R. 4 Q. B. 379) the question arose, whether a 
contract to carry included, on the part of the carrier, an 
implied warranty (as Blackburn, J., put it) of “ road- 
worthiness”’ in the vehicle, and the majority of the 
Court (Mellor and Lush, JJ.,) held that it did not. The 
case arose out of a railway accident; the accident was 
eaused by the breaking of a tyre through a latent defect, 
that is, a defect neither attributable to any negli- 
gence in the manufacturer, nor able to be detected by the 
carrier. In the court below (15 W. R. 831, L. R. 2 
Q. B. 412) Blackburn, J., had held that there was an 
absolute obligation on the carrier of passengers (the 
liability of a carrier of goods stands, as is well known, 
on its own special grounds) “to provide a vehicle rea- 
sonably fit for the journey,” or a “reasonably safe 
vehicle,” or one “ reasonably sufficient.” But, says the 
learned judge, “Ido not think that the duty to supply 
a seaworthy ship or a sufficient vehicle by land is 
equivalent to a duty to provide one perfect, and such as 
never can, without some extraordinary peril, break 
down;” and he refers to the opinion expressed 
by him in Burges v. Wickham (11 W. R. 992, 
3 B. & 8. 693) that “seaworthiness” in a ship 
i means no more than that degree of fitness which 
it would be usual and prudent to require at the com- 
mencement of the adventure,” an opinion which he “sees 
no reason to change,” and the principle of which he ap- 
plies to a land journey. This expresses such a degree of 
fitness as a prudent owner with such knowledge and ex- 
perience as is usual, or as may be ordinarily expected, 
would require before sending his ship on a voyage; and 
this corresponds with what follows the definition already 
quoted, which is to the effect that the owner who “ does 
his utmost to fit the vessel” for her voyage fulfils his 
duty “ to the co-adventurers who risk their goods and the 
crew who risk their lives on board the vessel.” The 
question then is, whether no man is “prudent” unless 
he prevents the existence of defects which neither his 
own skill nor the skill of others will enable him to guard 
against, or whether a man can be said to do “ his utmost” 
when he fails to do that which is beyond his power. 
But if this question is an absurdity, then it is plain that 
if the warranty of seaworthiness does include a warranty 
against latent and unavoidable defects, the above defini- 
tion of it is inaccurate. If it does not include it, the 
definition is right, but then, being applied to the case in 
hand, it leads to a conclusion contrary to that stated by 
the learned judge. In fact, the definition of the words 
R reasonably fit,” “reasonably safe,” “ reasonably 
sufficient,” which, in reading the judgment, we naturally 
wait for with impatience, results, when it comes, in a 
eonclusion identical with that of the rest of the court. 
That view was that the warranty extended no farther 
than to the exercise of “due care and diligence,” to the 
avoidance of “ that which might be avoided by the exer- 
cise of care, skill, and foresight ;” but, strictly, the de- 
cision of the court was only negative, that the warranty 
8 not extend to latent and unavoidable defects. 
decision was affirmed by the Court 

oe y of Exchequer 
The distinction just made between what was said 
affirmatively and the negative proposition that was decided 
apon, is not idle, because the question next arises,whether 
the carrier, or letter, warrants the exercise of due care 
on his own part only, or on the part also of those from 
whom he receives the article which he uses or lets for re- 
ward. That a carrier was liable for the negligence of the 
manufacturer of his vehicle had been held in Burns v. Cork 
and Bandon Railway Company (13 Ir. 0. L. R. 
543), and for the negligence of the contractor who had 
built a bridge upon his line, in Grote v. Chester and Holy- 
head Railway Company (2 Ex. 257); but the question 
@rose in a more general form in Francis v. Cockerell (18 
W. &. 668, L. R. 5Q. B. 182,501). In that case the 
defendant was sued for injuries caused to the plaintiff 
through the insecurity of a race stand, erected for the 
defendant by an independent contractor, and in which 





the defendant, as one of a committee, let out standings. 
to the public, and, amongst others, to the plaintiff, 
The court below state the question thus—* whether the 
contract by the defendant to be implied from the rela. 
tion which existed between him and the plaintiff was 
that due care had been used, not only by the defendant 
and his servants, but by the persons whom he employed 
as independent contractors to erect the stand,” and this 
question they answer in the affirmative. The Exchequer 
Chamber affirmed the decision, but their grounds of de- 
cision were not uniform. Montague Smith, J., is the only 
judge who puts the matter clearly and unequivocally 
in the way stated in the court below. “TI think, in con- 
formity with the decision in Redhead v. Midland Rail. 
way Company (15 W. R. 831, L. R. 2 Q. B. 412, 17 
W. R. 737, L.R.4 Q,. B. 379), that there was no. 
warranty or insurance that the stand was absolutely 
safe; but I think that there was an implied under- 
taking on the part of the defendant that due care had 
been used in the construction of it. Tt seems to me 
that in cases of this kind, which relate to things, and 
not to personal services, the undertaking or promise to 
use due care may be more correctly stated in an imper- 
sonal than a personal form, and the proper mode of 
stating it is, the defendant promised that due care and 
skill had been used in the construction of the building; 
or the obligation may be put in the other form, that the 
building was reasonably fit for the use for which it was 
let, so far as the exercise of reasonable care and skill 
could make it so.” This is also the form in which 
Keating, J., “prefers” to state the obligation; and 
though in a vacillating way he also states it as a contract 
that the stand “was reasonably fit for the purpose for 
which it was held out to the public,” he evidently means 
the same by this as by the other way of stating it. 
Cleasby, B., arguing towards a different conclusion, 
reaches, by a sudden somersault, the same result. 
What people rely upon, he says, “is the thing itself,” 
or “the security of the thing itself,’ “and I think,” 
he adds, “that the duty on the part of those who pro- 
vide the building is co-extensive with that, and the duty 
of the defendant was to take care that the stand 
should be erected so as to be reasonably fit and proper 
for the purpose.” The argument is that people are en- 
titled to have what they rely on. The words would most 
naturally mean that they rely on the thing and not on 
the person; but that cannot be the meaning, because 
then no action would lie at all. It must therefore mean 
that they rely not on the personal qualities of the person 
letting, such as his care or diligence, but on having the 
very thing such as it appears to be; and the only obliga- 
tion commensurate with that reliance would be a warranty 
of safety; the inference, therefore, would be that the 
person letting was an insurer. But instead of this infer- 
ence we find it only concluded that itis his duty to take 
care that the thing is safe. That, however, falls so much 
short of what the judgment requires that there must be 
more in the words than meets the eye. All we can say 
certainly is, first, that the learned judge must at least 
have consented to the narrowest proposition that would 
sustain the judgment—namely, that there was a warranty 
by the defendant of care on the part of those who erected 
the building; and, secondly (since he expressly says 80), 
that “the liability does not apply to latent defects.” 

It is equally impossible to know what view was enter- 
tained by Channell, B., not because of the obscurity of 
his reasoning, but because he gives no reasoning at all, 
and what he says is equally consistent with the view that 
the implied contract is a warranty of care or a warranty 
of fitnesss or soundness. On the other hand, Kelly, 0.B., 
and Martin, B., appear, at first sight, to express a view 
differing from that of the Queen’s Bench and of Montague 
Smith and Keating, JJ., in this, that it throws on the 
person letting, the liability to answer absolutely for fit- 
ness. Kelly, O.B., lays itdown “as a general proposition 
of law, that when a man engages with another to supply 
him with a particular article or thing, to be applied to a 
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certain use and purpose, in consideration of a pecuniary 
payment, he enters into an implied contract that the 
article or thing shall be reasonably fit for the purpose for 
which it is to be used and to which it is to be applied.” 
Martin, B., puts the matter in the same way; he holds 
that there is in such cases an implied contract that the 
building is reasonably fit and proper for the purpose; or, 
if you choose to put it in another form, that it is the 
duty of a person who so holds out a building of this sort 
to have ti ina fit and proper state for the safe 
reception of the persons who are admitted.” But we 
must see whether these statements really do mean 
any more than those first cited, and, if so, how much 
more. Now, although Kelly, C.B., lays down that the 
person letting the thing “does impliedly contract that 
the article or thing is reasonably fit for the purpose to 
which if is to be applied,” yet “‘he does not contract 
against any unseen and unknown defects which cannot be 
discovered, or which may be said to be undiscoverable 
by any ordinary or reasonable means of inquiry or 
examination.”” And Martin, B., emphatically denies that 
“the defendant was in any sense an insurer, and respon- 
sible for anything beyond what a man would reasonably 
be responsible for.” This latter utterance is not very 
distinct, because it may pretty nearly be said that the 
whole question in the case was, for what might the de- 
fendant “be reasonably responsible.” But it probably 
means no more than what was expressed by Keily, C.B., 
in conformity with Iedhead v. Midland Railway Com- 
pany, that the defendant would not be responsible for 
latent defects ; that is, defects which diligence could not 
have discovered or remedied. 

Now, there is no logical, hardly any conceivable, middle 
point between warranting fitness and warranting care. 
A warranty of fitness is a complete insurance against 
every defect or failure, whatever its cause; a war- 
ranty of care is an insurance against every defect or 
failure against which care could have guarded. If 
liability for latent defects is excluded, the contract at 
once ceases to be a complete insurance. But why is 
liability for latent defects excluded except because care 
could not have guarded against them? Therefore, to 
exclude liability for latent defects is to reduce the con- 
tract to a warranty of care. In the result, then, the 
judgments of Kelly, C.B., and Martin, B., come to the 
same thing as the judgment of the Queen’s Bench, and 
the result of the two cases must be taken to be that a 
person letting out or affording the use of a thing for 
reward, impliedly warrants that it is fit for the purpose 
for which it is let or furnished, “so far as the exercise 
of reasonable care and skill,” whether on his own part or 
on the part of those from whom he receives it, “can 
make it so”; but that his liability extends no further. 


(To be continued). 
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PENDING LEGISLATION. 


JupicaturE Act AMENDMENT. 


By this Bill, which is to be construed with, and to come 
into operation at the same time as, the Judicature Act, 
it is proposed that the designation of the court of appeal 
constituted by section 4 of the Judicature Act shall be 
changed to “ Her Majesty’s Imperial Court of Appeal.” 
In lieu of section 19 of the prior Act, it is proposed that 
this court shall hear and determine appeals from the High 
Court in England, the Court of Session in Scotland, and 
the High Court in Ireland, and that for the purposes of 
such hearing and determination and the enforcement, 
&c., of any judgment on any such Appeal, the Imperial 
Court shall possess all the authority and jurisdiction of 
the. courts above enumerated. In lieu of section 20 of 
the prior Act, it is proposed that no error or appeal from 
any judgment or order of the High Court or Imperial 
Court, or of the Lancaster Chancery Court, or the Court 
of Session in Scotland, or the High Court in Ireland, 











or any of the Superior Courts at Dublin, subsequent 
to the commencement of the Act, shall be brought tu 
the House of Lords or the Judicial Committee. Section 
21 of the prior Act is to be repealed and re-enacted 
with additions, providing that ecclesiastical causes 
which may be referred to the Imperial Court shall be 
heard by the First Division of that Court ; that the epis- 
copal assessors may be appointed for one or more year 
or years or otherwise, and that general rules for the 
purposes of the section may be made at any time after, 
the passing of the Act. 

As to the constitution of the Imperial Court, it is 
proposed, in lieu of the provisions of section 53 of the 
prior Act, to enact that the court shall be divided into 
two or more divisional courts. The first division is to 
consist of the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice 
of England, the Master of the Rolls, not exceeding 
three of the additional judges, and three of the ordinary 
judges of the Imperial Court, these additional and ordi- 
nary judges to be nominated for three years. Not less 
than five judges are to sit in this division. Provision 
is made for the nomination of a judge to sit in the first 
division in case the attendance of the quorum of five 
judges cannot be obtained. The judges of the Court of 
Appeal not included in the first division are to sit in 
either one or two other divisional courts, to be called 
the second and third divisional courts, and to consist 
of not less than three judges in each court. It is pro- 
posed that any member of the first division may, if 
the state of the business allows, sit in one of the other 
divisions, and that all or any two of such divisions 
may sit atthe same time. Power is given to any party 
to an appeal heard before any of the divisions other 
than the first, in the decision of which the judges of 
the court are not unanimous, to have it reheard before 
the first division. 

Section 55 of the prior Act, relating to the arrange- 
ments for business of the Court of Appeal, is to be re- 
pealed and re-enacted with alterations adapting its 
provisions to the hearing before the first division of the 
cases previously directed to be referred to it. Rules re- 
lating to Scotch appeals are contained in the schedule, 
and are to come into operation on the commencement 
of the Act, and power is given to make and 
alter rules for the Scotch and Irish appeals after the 
commencement of the Act. In lieu of section 8 of the 
prior Act, it is provided that any barrister of not less 
than ten years’ standing shall be qualified to be appointed 
a judge of the High Court, and any barrister in England 
or Ireland, or advocate in Scotland, of not less than 
fifteen years’ standing, or who has been a judge of the 
High Court in England or Ireland or of one of the 
Superior Courts at Dublin, or of the Court of Session of 
not less than one year’s standing, is to be qualified to be 
appointed an ordinary judge of the Court of Appeal. 

The Bill also proposes to effect one or two other 
amendments in the prior Act. The arithmetical error in 
section 5 is corrected, and the number of judges is de- 
clared to be twenty-one exclusive of the Lord Chancellor. 
It is proposed that if the existing judge of the Admiralty 
Court signifies to the Chancellor in writing that he is 
willing to relinquish, and does relinquish, before the com- 
mencement of the Judicature Act, all other offices of 
emolument held by him except that of judge of the 
Admiralty Court, he shall, after the commencement of 
the Judicature Act, be entitled to the same rank, salary, 
and pension, as if he had been appointed a judge of the 
High Court immediately on the commencement of that 
Act. 








Another lawyer has entered the House of Commons in the 
person of the Hon. Anthony Evelyn Melbourne Ashley, re- 
turned to Parliament as member for Poole. Heistheson of 
the Earl of Shaftesbury, and was educated at Harrow and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge. He waa called to the Bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1863, and is a member of 
the Oxford Circuit. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
Lrset—PRrivitece. 
Dickeson v. Hilliard, Ex., 22 W. R. 372, L. R. 9 Ex. 79; 
Davis v. Duncan, C.P., 22 W. R. 575. 

The first of these cases decides that a communication 
made, after a Parliamentary election is over, by the 
chairman and a member of the committee of one of the 
candidates to the agent of the opposite candidate, 
charging certain of the supporters of the latter with 
bribery, is not privileged. The latter case decides that a 
public meeting held to bear addresses from Parliamentary 
candidates is such a public meeting that comment on the 
conduct of persons present at it is privileged as comment 
on a matter of public interest, and, if fair comment, gives 
no right of action. Neither proposition seems open to 
any doubt. It seems, indeed, to have been suggested in 
the former case that, inasmuch as when the communica- 
tion was made, the twenty-one days had not passed within 
which a petition might be lodged, there was such an 
interest as would bring the case within the rule as to 
privilege; and if the candidate supported by the persons 
accused of bribery nad been successful, so that it might 
become (and had in fact become) a question whether he 
should stand his ground against a petition, there might 
have been some colour of reason in the argument ;: but, 
in fact, he had failed. The only possible question was whe- 
ther the persons accused should be prosecuted, and it ap- 
peared that under the threat of prosecution the attempt 
was made by the communication in question to securetheir 
abstinence from politics for two years. Under these 
circumstances the contention was not even plausible. 








REVIEWS. 


EASEMENTS AND SERVITUDES. 


A Treatise on the American Law of Easements and 
Servitudes. By Emory Wasusurn, LL.D., &e., &e. 
Third Edition. Boston: Little, Brown, & Co. 1873. 


The treatise of Mr. Gale on Easements is not likely 
to be ever superseded so far as English law is concerned. 
By its philosophical structure, and its terse and clear 
style, as well as by its accuracy and thoroughness, it 
stands in the first rank of legal text-books; and, like 
other works occupying that position, the danger to its 
reputation lies only in its future editors. But Mr. 
Washburn, in the preface to his original edition, points 
out that the work is of a decidedly English character, 
and that there are such abundant materials in American 
decisions, and on some points such a divergence from 
the English law in the rules they establish, as to call for 
a work written from the American point of view. When 
so large a part of the law of easements depends, as it 
docs with us, upon the terms of a recent statute, it is 
obvious that many of the decisions of our courts must 
be inapplicable to a foreign country, even though its 
juri ce is founded upon the same common law 
rules. But the divergence between English and Ameri- 
ean law is by no means limited to this head, and it 
especially appears in the application of common law 
principles to water rights, and the right to light and air. 
And we should have been very glad to find in this work 
such a clear statement of the American law as would have 
both enabled us to comprehend what it was, and to 
compare it with the English law upon the same subject. 
But though the matter is copious, the author's handling 
of it is louse, vague, and unsystematic. Cases are cited 
profusely, but the profusion is disorder, The matter is 
never clearly expounded or gathered toahead. Citations 
are often given in such a way that it is impossible to 
understand their meaning for want of the context, or the 
facts to which they are applied ; and the cases are seldom 
arranged so as to exhibit in a clear order, cither historical 





or logical, the development of principle. Neither is 
there any scientific appreciation of the relative impor- 
tance of legal propositions ; the leading principles of the 
law jostle their way with subordinate and secondary rules. 
It must be admitted that the author's task is a difficult 
one ; the rules established in different States of the Union 
seem often to differ as much from one another as they 
do from the rules laid down in the English courts. But 
this circumstance, while it increases the difficulty of the 
task, makes it all the more important to provide a clear 
framework of principle ; unless, indeed, the work is to be 
not a scientific treatise, but a mere repertory of decisions. 
We fear the present work must be unhesitatingly placed 
in the latter class. To an American lawyer we have no 
doubt that from the industry with which cases are col- 
lected it is extremely useful; and that the work, ori- 
ginally publislied in 1863, has already reached a third 
edition, is a practical testimony to its value. To an 
English lawyer it is interesting in many parts; but the 
interest is alloyed by the feeling that he can compare the 
system of law it describes with his own, only in a 
rambling and disconnected way. 

The subjects, as we noticed above, in which the 
greatest divergence of the American law from our own 
appears, are water rights and the right to light and air. 
As regards the latter, it seems to have become settled in 
most of the States that prescriptive rights to light and 
air cannot be acquired. This may be due, as the writer 
points out, to the different social conditions belonging 
to a new from those belonging to an old country. But 
we must add that the reasoning by which the rule now 
settled in America is supported appears to us singularly 
weak and inconclusive. If we are wrong, we must 
attribute our error to the method in which the author 
exhibits it in his citations. With respect to water 
rights, there seems in the net result to be less difference 
in respect of irrigation than we had supposed; but as 
very contradictory expressions are cited from American 
decisions with equal approval, we are far from being 
sure that we understand what the law is upon the 
subject. Mill rights seem, as far as we can gather, to 
present a greater difference. But the chapter relating 
to them, which we approached with much interest, is 
written in soloose and unintelligent a way as to baffle 
the inquirer. Probably an American lawyer, through his 
greater familiarity with facts common in his country 
would follow it more easily ; but we conceive there is no 
reason why the subject should not be so treated as to be 
intelligible to all the world. We heartily wish that the 
method of the work were at all proportioned to its 
learning and industry. 





MILITARY LAW. 


Outlines of Military Law and the Laws of Evidence, 
By Henry Bowtes Franktyn, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Triibner & Co. Butterworths. 


Mr. Franklyn complains that while many works on 
military law have been put before the public, some of 
them are “not without errors,” and there are “in par- 
ticular two great faults in these works.” One of 
these is that “they have generally treated of those 
things only which anyone may read for himself in the 
Queen’s Regulations, Horse Guards circulars, War Office 
circulars, and General Orders; the whole of which at 
times conflict the one with the other. Out of the 
labyrinth formed by roads all running in divers direc- 
tions, it is not easy to make a grand trunk road.” We 
are able to affirm that there is much in Mr. Franklyn’s 
book which no one can read for himself in any of the 
authorities enumerated. His “ grand trunk road”’ starts 
from the Institutes of Justinian, the first sentence of the 
book being a translation of the so-called juris praecepta. 
* Live honestly! Hurt nobody! Render to every man 
his due! ‘To these three principles,” he continues, 
“ Justinian, in his ‘ Institutes,’ reduced the whole doctrine 
of law!” We should have rather thought that these 
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were not statements of “the whole doctrine of law,” but 
of the moral obligations on which law is based. In 
the next sentence we learn that “the soldier as a 
citizen is equally bound by the above rules, except when 
called upon by the Crown or country to act in their de- 
Jence.” Does this mean that the soldier when called 
upon to defend his country is absolved from the moral 
obligation “ honeste vivere?”” From this starting point 
the “grand trunk road” goes over the subjects of mili- 
tary offences, the constitution and jurisdiction of courts 
martial, proceedings previous to trial, oaths, trial, 
punishments by courts martial, and martial law. 
In this part of the work there is much information 
likely to be of value to officers, together with some for 
which we cannot say as much; as for instance, the sin- 
gular fact (p. 38), that “Chinamen have been sworn by 
cutting off a cock’s head.” On the snbject of the laws 
of evidence, Mr. Franklyn enumerates some of the 
leading elementary rules, and then the “grand trunk 
road ’’ diverges on to “ soldiers’ wills,” and here it lands 
the traveller in a region of pitfalls. The following is 
the passage relating to this subject (p. 135). 

“Wills. Wills of Soldiers. If you have to be pre- 
sent at these, you must remember that they must be in 
writing, or on the printed form used, signed at the foot 
or end by the testator, or by some other person in his 
presence and by his direction; such signature must be 
before those of the witnesses and acknowledged by the 
testator in the presence of two witnesses (but not wife, 
husband, or any legatee), who subscribe to it at the same 
time, in the presence of the testator, with their address 
and calling ; but in India, since 1865, only one witness 
need be present at a time (Jarmyn’s [sic] “ Wills”). 
Has the author never heard of the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 24, 
which provides that no will shall be affected by the cir- 
cumstance that the signature of the testator “ shall 
follow or be after . . . the names . . . of the subscrib- 
ing witnesses ?’’ And does he imagine that the signature 
of the testator must not only be made but “acknowledged” 
in the presence of the witnesses? The parenthesis 
would lead the reader to suppose that a wife or husband, 
although not a legatee, must not attest a will, and is ap- 
parently a mistaken reading of section 15 of the Wills 
Act. Difficulty will be experienced in getting the wit- 
nesses to subscribe to the will “at the same time,’ and 
it is needless to remark that no such requirement is con- 
tained in the Wills Act, which says the witnesses are 
to be present at the same time. Itis not clear whe- 
ther, “ with their address and calling,” is intended as 
a piece of advice merely, or as a statement of a requi- 
site to a valid will, but it will clearly be understood as 
the latter. Five inaccuracies in eight short lines are 
thus fathered on the unlucky “Jarmyn.” A few lines 
further down we read that “a soldier in the field may 
make what is called an nuncupative will—one not in 
writing and verbally declared in the presence of wit- 
nesses ”’—without any reference to the fact that it is 
only personal estate which can thus be disposed of by a 
soldier in actual military service. Should not this 
byeway from the grand trunk road either be mended or 
stopped up altogether ? 








At the Magherafelt (Ireland) Special Petty Sessions on 
Wednesday, during the hearing of a case against several 
parties for riot on St. Patrick’s day at Castle Dawson, a 
scene between Mr. McErlean, solicitor engaged for the 
defendants, and the Bench, took place. Mr. McErlean 
charged the magistrates with being dishonourable, and 
failing satisfactorily to explain what he meant, the Bench 
retired and consulted as to the course they should take. On 
their return into court, Mr, John Hill, J. P., chairman, said 
that the statement of Mr. McErlean was unfounded, and 
that the magistrates had endured a series of insults, which 
br were determined no longer to bear. Therefore to 

ntain the dignity of the Bench, Mr. McErlean must to 
go to Londonderry Gaol for the space of seven days, After 
some difficulty Mr. McErlean was removed from the court 
by the constabulary. 











NOTES. 
HOME. 

In Ex parte Putman (22 W. R. 569) the Chief Judge in 
Bankruptcy held, upon the construction of section 92 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, that although a debtor, who is 
unable to pay his debts as they become due ont of bis 
own moneys, pays the debt of a particular creditor 
with the intention of preferring him, yet, if the creditor 
receives the payment in ignorance of the debtor's 
inability to pay out of his own moneys, and of his 
iutention to prefer, the transaction is protected under 
the final clause of the section, which provides that 
‘this section shall not affect the rights of a purchaser, 
payee, or incumbrancer in good faith and for valuable 
consideration.” If this construction be right it is evident 
that the cases in which fraudulent preferences can be es- 
tablished will be very much reduced in namber. On the 
same day on which the Chief Judge decided Ex parte Putman 
@ similar question arose before him in another case of 
Ex parte Stead, and this he decided in the same way. 
Both the cases have been set down to be heard on appeal, 
and Ex parte Stead happened to come on first. It was argued 
at great length before the Lords Justices last week, and 
the judgment of the court was reserved. The decision 
will be looked for with some interest. 





In a case of Ex parte Boss, heard by the Chief Judge in 
Bankruptcy on Monday, a creditor had presented a petition 
for adjudication of bankruptcy against his debtor, founded 
upon thenon-complianze with adebtor’s summons, but before 
the hearing of the petition an offer was made to pay the 
debt with costs. The creditor refused toaccept the payment, 
unless some other larger sums which were due to him 
from the debtor were also paid. On the hearing of the 
petition in the county court the petitioning creditor's debt 
and the act of bankruptcy were proved. The offer to pay 
the debt mentioned in the petition, with costs, was re- 
newed, but the creditor insisted that he had a right to an 
adjudication. The registrar ordered that, on payment 
within a month of the debt for which the summons had 
been issued, with interest and costs, the petition should 
be dismissed and all further proceedings on it stayed. 
The Chiof Judge held that under the Bankruptcy Act of 
1869 the petitioning creditor was entitled to receive pay- 
ment of his debt from the debtor and to drop the proceed- 
ings, but that he could not be compelled to do so if he 
preferred to go on with them. It will be observed that in 
this instance no receiver had been appointed, as was the 
case in £w parte Jay (22 W. R. 175), where it was held that, 
after a petition founded upon a debtor's summons had been 
presented, the debtor could not, with the consent of the 
receiver (who was appointed immediately after the pre- 
sentation of the petition and had not been discharged), 
pay a part of the debt to the petitioning creditor. 





FOREIGN, 
France. 


In a recent cage before the Civil Tribunal of the Seine 
the question arose whether the use of a house as an un- 
licensed maison de tolerance was to be considered as ipso 
facto an actionable injury to the neighbours. A M. Souply 
having devoted his house to immoral purposes, M. Petit, 
one of his neighbours, gave him notice within forty-eight 
hours to dismiss the inmates, and to take care in futare 
that his house was inhabited by persons of better life and 
more decorous mien. No attention having been paid to 
this demand, M. Petit brought his neighbour before the 
Tribunal to have it enforced. The Court held that 
although a lodger in the house of M. Souply might have 
properly complained of the conduct of the other inmates, 
yet that a neighbour had no right of action arising out of 
the use of the house for immoral purposes, unless scenes 
or scandals occurred tending .to interfere with his peace- 
able enjoyment. No facts of this nature were alleged by 
M. Petit. In letting his house out in the manner de- 
scribed, the court remarked, M. Souply acted strictly 
within his legal right. Moreover, from the documents fa 
the case, it appeared that many other houses in the locality 
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of the defendant’s house were devoted to the same pur- 
poses, and must present the same annoyance to neighbours. 
So that, on the whole (many wrongs making a right), M. 
Petit’s demand was declared unfounded, and he was con- 
demned to pay the costs. 


In the Annales de la Propriété Industrielle (vol. 19, p. 
68), we notice a case, the question in which is thus stated 
by the editor :—Whether, on the one hand, the name of 
the inventor of a product became public property at the 
game time with the product, although the product had a 
special designation in the patent; and whether, on the 
other hand, the successors of the inventor have not a right 
to claim the exclusive use of the commercial name of their 
transferor? The question related to a certain aromatic 
vinegar, invented and patented by a M. Bully in 1809 and 
1814, as “aromatic and antimephitic vinegar,” and which 
had, it seems, gained great reputation from the improve- 
ments made in it by his son and successor M. Jean-Vincent 
Bully, by whose 2:6 it came to be known. The plain- 
tiffs were assignees of his business, and of the right to use 
his name; and the question was, whether they were en- 
titled to restrain a stranger from using, as descriptive of 
the aromatic vinegar manufactured by him, the words “ dit 
de Jean-Vincent Bully?” It was held that they were. 
The circumstances have some resemblance to the not very 
satisfactory case of James v. James (20 W. R. 434, L. B. 13 
Eq. 421), where, if the defendant’s own name had not been 
James, it is probable that the plaintiffs would have been 
able to restrain his use of the name (see Burgess v. Burgess, 
3 De G. M. & G. 396). The question, under this latter 
form, has also, we are informed by the editor of the Annales, 
arisen with respect to this same vinegar, and is involved 
in a suit now pending between the same plaintiffs and a 
seller of the article who bears the name of Bully. With 
respect to the right to the use of the original maker's 
name by an assignee of the business, and the distinction 
between a name as strictly indicating manufacture, and a 
name treated only as a brand, see Lord Westbury’s excel- 
lent observations in Hail v. Barrows (12 W. R. 322). 

With the case of the aromatic vinegar just noticed we 
may compare another case in the same number (p. 75), 
where it was held that a name under which an article was 
patented, being the designation of the thing, became 
public property on the expiration of the patent. 





Unirep States. 


The People, a newspaper published at Pueblo, Colorado, is 
quoted by the Chicago Legal News, as giving the followin 
account ofa recent “bar meeting” in that very civilised 
state. ‘A few days ago it was discovered by some of the 
Pueblo lawyers that the term of office of the Hon. Moses 
Hallett, Chief Justice of Colorado, had expired, and that 
althongh he had been re-appointed and confirmed by the 
United States for another four years—being his third 
term in his high office—yet as his commission had 
not been received, the judge was no longer judge, but 
was simply a common lawyer. After fully 
maturing their plans, a committee waited upon the judge at 
his rooms, and asked him if he would consider it in- 

opriate that they should have a ‘‘ bar meeting” at his 
bers, and give him a little expression of their feel- 

ing on the occasion of his re-appointment to preside over the 
bench of the Supreme Court of Colorado. Judge H., readily 
that the proposition was not at all inappropriate 

if it was the pleasure of the bar he so highly respected. 
Whereupon, the entire bar of Pueblo filed into his rooms, 
headed by the Judge Bradford, Stone, Thatcher, McDonald 
and Richmond of the older members, and backed rather 
timidly by Mattice, Holmes, Volrath, Gurley, Gast, and the 


“* Whereas, The Hon. Mr. Hallett has presided over the 
Supreme Bench and over the third Judicial District of Colo- 
rado for the past cight years, and is now re-appointed for 
four years more ; and whereas, during all of said eight years 
he has exercised his prerogative of i the bar of this 


i pe mera eet eet ly resent- 
ing it, or of getting even with him ; whereas, ens just 
now to be without 4 commission as judge, and is plain Mr, 





Hallett, a mere lawyer, and a poor, sinful creature like unto 
one of us : therefore, 

“ Resolved, That we now resolve ourselves into a High 
Old Superior Court of our own, and do hereby impeach, try, 
and find guilty the said Mr. Hallett, for all the misery he 


| has heretofore caused us by his adverse rulings, his frequent 


dampers upon our eloquence, extinguishment of our logic, 
and discovery of our right bower tricks ; his reproofs, fines 
for contempt, and his many grevious torts with which we 
have been contorted ; and that we now proceed en masse to 
inflict proper punishment upon him, vi et armis, cum bootibus, 
a tergo.” 

This resolution being adopted vociferously, was forthwith 
carried into effect, and after a lively scene ‘‘ the dilapidated 
Judge was finally left sprawling, the floor covered with lint, 
hair, buttons, and Supreme Court briefs.” After the Bar 
had gained its breath, the Bench was helped up, rather 
dejected; but soon recovering his spirits, the learned judge 
**set out an ample demijohn of Burgess’s best,” and it is’ 
satisfactory to learn that it was ‘‘ considered even all round.’ 





In the case of Zhe State v. Linkhaw, 69 North Carolina 
Reports, 214, a perplexing question occupied the attention 
of the Supreme Court of North Carolina. The defendant, 
a member of the Methodist Church, was indicted for dis- 
turbing the congregation. It was proved that he sang, 
during religious worship, in such a manner as to disturb 
the congregation, and greatly interrupt the services. ‘‘The 
effect of it was to make one part of the congregation la 
and the other mad ; the irreligious and frivolous enjoyed it 
as fun, while the serious and Tonk were indignant.” The 
defendant, being on many occasions expostulated with by 
the church-members and authorities, replied, “ that he 
would worship God, and that as a part of his worship it was 
his duty to sing.” It was not contended by the State that 
the defendant had any purpose or intention to disturb the 
congregation ; but on the contrary, it was admitted that he 
was conscientiously taking part in the religious services. 
Nevertheless, the court before which the indictment was 
tried instructed the jury that he must be presumed to have 
intended the necessary consequences of his ped seeing 
and they accordingly returned a verdict of guilty. But 
Supreme Court said that this admission of the State put an 
end to prosecution; that, although a man is generally 
presumed to intend the consequences of his acts, yet the 
presumption is here rebutted by the fact admitted by the 
State. ‘*It would seem,” said the court, ‘‘that the 
defendant is a proper subject for the discipline of the 
church, but not for the discipline of the courts.” 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Imperial Court oF APPEAL. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— I am sure the whole profession will heartily endorse 
your very able remarks upon the subject of the Appellate 
Court. Itis quite clear that every appeal judge ought to be 
better paid than the judge appealed from. The public at 
any rate su him to be a better man. The profession 
look upon him asa sounder lawyer. In the nature of things 
he must be more dignified, patient, and reasonable. He has 
one deliberate decision, with reasons, before him, and he 
must be very careful, therefore, how he comes to a different 
conclusion. If he be not a man of superior order he ought 
to be, and he ought to have the wherewithal to keep it up. 
A really clever man not only knows what he can do, but also 
can assess the value of his services. Is it likely, therefore, 
we shall get the best men as appeal judges if we —— 
the same salary as inferior judges ? The thing is pre- 
posterous. I am thankful to say a few trenchant observa- 
tions in your valuable journal have long ere this borne fruit 
in both Houses of islature, and f trust your present 
opinion will not be without effect. 

A strong effort will be made in the House of Commons to 
restore the appeal jurisdiction to the House of Lords. There 
never was any sufficient reason for taking it away. All the 
arguments point to strengthening the number, and le 
ing the sit of the judges of that court,instead of abolish- 
ing it. The House might easily always be in session dediein 
diem, anda number of legal lords, say nine, might be ap- 
pointed to serve it. Pain SOLICITOR, 
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Tue Lanp TRANSFER BILL. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal,] 


§1r,—The question whether there should be a single 
central registry or a number of local registries not only has 
received anid will receive a great deal of discussion, but is 
in itself a very difficult one. Not only the London and 
country solicitors but different classes of proprietors have 
opposite interests. To owners of large estates, who habi- 
tually place their affairs in the hands of London solicitors, 
‘and indeed to all owners of property who do not reside in 
the immediate neighbourhood of the property, a single 
registry in London will be much more convenient than a 
system of district registries. But on the other hand, to 
small proprietors of land and houses in their own neigh- 
bourhood the necessity for registering in London will be 
a very considerable addition to the expense of all dealings 
with land. Moreover it is not merely a question of ex- 
pense, as the employment of an unknown person at a 
distance as agent adds considerably to the risk of frand 
and mistakes. 

I have thought for some time that this difficulty 
might be solved, and the interests of London and country 
solicitors, and of large and small proprietors, reconciled, 
by having a central registry with local registries 
affiliated, so that each parcel of land may be trans- 
ferable, at the option of the proprietor, either in the 
London registry or in the affiliated local registry. For 
obvious reasons the same interest in the parcel of land 
must not be transferable at the same time in both regis- 
tries ; but there can be no objection to a leasehold interest 
being transferable in a different registry from the free- 
hold, and the transfer of property from one registry to the 
other may bea very simple process. It would only be 
necessary to transmit from one registry to the other an 
authenticated copy of so much of the register as contains 
a description of the property, and shows who is the actual 
proprietor, and what incumbrances, &c., if any, there are 
upon it. 

The Lord Chancellor’s Bill provides for the possible future 
erection of district registries, but these local registries are 
apparently intended to supersede the central registry, as to 

e districts for which they are provided, instead of working 
together with it. Consequently, whenever a district registry 
is erected, all the arrangements which have been ms for 
transacting the registry business of the district in London 
will be suddenly subverted, and this business will be trans- 
ferred to the local solicitors. 

If the district registries be affiliated to the central 
registry, as has been also suggested by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, occasional visits of inspection will 
bea valuable check against irregularities and frauds, and 
will probably render it possible to arrange the district 
registries on a less expensive and simpler scale than if they 
were independent. A BarrIsTER. 

Lincoln’s-inn, 





DEEDS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—Your correspondent E.C., recommends deeds to 
be engrossed “ Bookwise.” About 20 years ago our (then) 
Incumbered Estates Court started the practice of having 
deeds so engrossed, but experience has taught that such 
deeds are most insecure and nearly every member of the 
profession here has given the practice up and returned to 

the good old style. 
Dublin, 26th May. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wittiam Jon Hickman, solicitor, of Southampton, 
has been appointed a Notary Public, to practise at South- 
ampton and within a distance of ten miles thereof. 


Wx. Nertson & Son. 











We learn from the Chicago Legal News that the Supreme 
Court of the United States recently admitted Colonel 
William P. Adair, of the Cherokee nation of Indians, to 


practise as an attorney in that court, Colonel Adair was 
admitted to the Arkansas bar in 1855. He had previously 
been well educated in the Indian Territory. 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Master oF THe Rotts. 
May 18.—Campana v. Webb. 
Practice—Motion before bill filed. 

Injunction granted before bill filed to restrain the defendant 
Srom levying execution, 

On the 18th of May, Locock Webb applied ex parte to 
Jessel, M.R., the Vacation Judge, for an interim order 
to restrain the defendant from levying immediate execution 
on the goods of the plaintiff under certain judgments. 

The bill had not been filed. The affidavit in support had 
been prepared, and was ready to be sworn. 

Locock Webb having stated the case, and referred to Carr 
v. Morice, L. R. 16 Eq. 125, 21 W. R. Ch. Dig. 185. 

JesseL, M.R., endorsed on the draft bill the following 
order :—Upon production to the Registrar to-day of cer- 
tificate of the filing of the bill and of office copy affidavit 
of George Earnest Parkinson, in echo of the bill, let the 
following order go. Plaintiff giving usual undertaking as 
to damages, interim order over first day of next term in 
terms of the first paragraph of the prayer. Leave to serve 
notice of motion with copy bill for first day of next term 
to continue injunction. 

Solicitors, Marriott, Jordan, ¢ Cooper. 


May 22.— Erskine v. Adeane. 


This was a motion to strike a London solicitor of twenty 
years’ standing off the roll, on a charge of making an inter- 
lineation in an af€davit filed in the above cause after the 
same had been sworn. 

The suit was instituted for the administration of the 
estate of the late Mr. Adeane,of Babraham Park, Cam- 
bridgeshire. In the course of the proceedings a claim was 
made by Mr. Thomas Bennett, a tenant of a farm, for com. 
pensation for damage done to his crops and grass by the 
hares and rabbits on the estate. Mr. Raven, a surveyor and 
estate agent of Cambridge, was employed on Bennett's 
behalf to go over the farm and make an estimate of the 
amount of damage. The solicitor prepared an affidavit to 
be made by Raven, and sent it down to Bennett, who 
handed it to Raven. Raven made several alterations in the 
affidavit in order to render it agreeable to his views, and 
having sworn it before a Commissioner at Cambridge, re- 
turned it by post to the solicitor, whose office it reached on 
the afternoon of the 23rd of July, 1872. The solicitor 
perused the affidavit as sworn, and with the object, as he 
said, of making sense of the 4th paragraph, the meaning of 
which had been rendered obscure by Raven’s alterations, 
he interlined some words therein to the effect that £170 
damage was done between October, 1869, and February, 
1870. Having made the above mentioned alterations, he 
told his clerk to take the affidavit to the solicitors on the 
other side, and to obtain their consent to the affidavit being 
filed with the interlineation. 

The clerk deposed that he thereupon went to the office 
of the solicitors on the other side, and was there told that 
the member of the firm who attended to the matter was not 
within. He then went to the Record and Writ Office to 
file the affidavit, but the clerks of Records and Writs re- 
fused to file the affidavit, in consequence of the interlinea- 
tion not being authenticated by the initials of the Commis- 
sioner. Being pressed for time, for it was almost four o’ clock, 
the hour for closing the office, he wrote the initials of the 
Commissioner opposite the interlineation, and by this means 
got the affidavit filed, and bespoke an office copy which was 
obtained and sent down to Mr. Bennett in due course, The 
clerk afterwards became apprehensive of what might ensue, 
if it should become known that he had written the initials 
of the Commissioner opposite the interlineated words. So 
he went to the Record and Writ Clerks’ Office, and by some 
means or other obtained leave to inspect the original 
affidavit, and, while inspecting it, he contrived to run his 
pen through the interlineation, Bennett subsequently re- 
quired another office copy, which was obtained. This did 
not of course contain the interlineation. The clerk there 
upon went to the Record and Writ Clerks’ Office, and ia- 
duced one of the writers to give him one of their stam 
sheets of paper, which, having obtained, he out out of 
office copy the page containing the 4th 
substituted for it the sheet which he had 


aragraph, and 
abtaixed, having 
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copied on it the words of the abstracted page, plus the in” 
terlineation. 

The solicitor, as the clerk deposed, remained in utter 
ignorance of these proceedings until some time in October, 
1872, when Bennett wrote complaining that the office copy 
had been tampered with. The solicitor thereupon inquired 
of the clerk what had taken place, and on hearing the 
clerk’s version of what bad occurred, gave him notice of dis- 
charge, adding that he had better go down to Cambridge and 
see the Commissioner with reference to the use made of his 
initials. ‘The clerk accordingly went down, and represented 
to the Commissioner that he had omitted to authenticate an 
alteration in the affidavit by his initials, and that he, the 
clerk, being pressed for time, had ventured to supply the 
omission, whereupon the Commissioner, thinking it, as he 
deposed, a mere formal matter, said that he shou!d take no 
notice of the irregularity, and wrote to the solicitor a letter 
to that effect. 


The fact of the solicitor having made the interlineation 
subsequently came to the knowledge of the clerks of Records 
and Writs, who brought the matter under the notice of the 
Lord Chancellor, and his Lordship placed the matter in 
the hands of the official solicitor to the Court of Chancery. 


Fy, Q.C., and Pemberton, for the motion. 


Southgate, Q.C., and Cracknall, for the solicitor, admitted 
that they could not justify the act of their client in making 
the interlineation, although it was made with no improper 
motive, and merely to render a confused passage intelligible. 
He had acted out of zeal for the interests of his client 
Bennett, who now turned against him, and they hoped the 
penalty might be not a severe one. 


JESSEL, M.R., said that it was.a very painful case, and 
could not altogether be passed over. The act was really a 
piece of zeal for a client, yet it was accompanied by an 
amount of carelessness that was very serious indeed. Here 
was a practitioner of twenty years’standing who had an affi- 
davit which he had prepared returned to him from the 
country in order to be filed. It had been very much 
altered before swearing, and probably had become more or 
less unintelligible. He in consequence took upon himself 
to make a material alteration in it, by inserting a line which 
bore directly upon the main issue in the case, and then 
handed it to his clerk to get it filed. The clerk found that 
it could not be filed unless the interlineations were authen- 
ticated by the initials of the Commissioner. So he 
inserted those initials, and all that followed was 
an illustration of what usually follows when a false 
step has been once taken. The clerk thought it 
necessary to get rid of the interlineation, so he took the 

portunity of leave obtained to inspect the affidavit on the 
file, and was clever enough to run a pen through the 
interlineation in the presence of the Clerk of Records and 
Writs, in a way which was hardly comprehensible. Then 
he took an office copy of the affidavit without the interlinea- 
tion, and having obtained surreptitiously and improperly a 
sheet of stamped paper from some miserable writer in 
the office, who would of course suffer, if he was not already 
suffering, from the consequences of his breach of duty, he 
effected the substitution, and sent the office copy down to 
the client in the country. Then, when the clerk confessed 
to his employer that he had added the initials, his em- 
ployer, instead of communicating with the other side, 
advised his clerk to go down and see the Commissioner on 
the subject ; and accordingly the clerk went down and told 
the Commissioner that it was an interlineation which the 
Commissioner had omitted to initial, and thus obtained from 
the Commissioner the letter stating that he should take no 
notice of the paar conga Now the question was, what the 
be bet — to = in a case of a description ; here 

s r of great experience making an alteration in an 
affidavit after being sworn. He must have known that he 
was making the deponent seem to swear to that which 
| aed might not be trae. In his zeal for his client, he 
left the deponent out of sight, who might have been 
indicted for perjury. He was sure the solicitor had no 
corrupt motive; and merely wished to further his client’s 
reste He wag anxious not to ruin him entirely by the 
decision he was about to give 5 yet he was bound to mark 
in « definite manner his disa al of the solicitor’s 
conduct, and the least he could do was to the 
solicitor for six months, and order him to pay the coste of 
the motion, 
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BANKRUPTCY. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Pzrys, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Ex parts Pooley, ve Pooley. 

F., in January, 1874, presented a petition for adjudication. 
against F., based upon an act of bankruptcy committed by 
P, in August, 1873. 

In February, 1874, P. filed a petition for liquidation by 
arrangement or composition under the 125th and 126th sec- 
tions of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and at the first meeting 
of creditors, held onthe 6th of March, the creditors passed @ 
resolution to accept a composition of 19s. 11d. in the pound, 
payable by instalments, and the resolution was confirmed, F. 
attended the first meeting and proved his debt. ; 

In the meantime—on. the 4th of March—F. had obtained an. 
order of adjudication against P. by consent, witha stay of 
proceedings until after the first meeting under the liquidation. 
The resolution for the acceptance of a ition having been 
registered, 

Held, that notwithstanding the adjudication, P. was 
entitled to am order for the stay of proceedings under the 
bankruptcy. 





This was an application on behalf of Alexander G. 
Pooley (a trader) for an order that all further proceedings 
under an adjudication obtained against him upon the 
petition of Sir William Foster should be stayed. 

On the 14th of January, 1874, a petition for adjudica- 
tion was presented against the bankrupt by Sir William 
Foster, based upon a debtor's summons issued on the 9th 
August, 1873, and served on the bankrupt on the 18th of 
the same month. The act of bankruptcy was complete at: 
the expiration of seven days from the service thereof— 
viz., on the 27th of August last. 

The bankrupt filed an affidavit disputing the debt 
claimed by the debtors’ summons, and applied to dismiss 
the same. Several meetings took place before the regis- 
trar, at which witnesses were examined on behalf of Sir 
William Foster, and the bankrupt was examined on his own 
behalf, and ultimately the registrar declined to dismiss 
the debtors’ summons, and made an order directing the 
bankrupt to enter into a bond with sureties, but no bond 
was ever entered into in pursuance of the order. 

On the 20th of February, 1874, an appeal by the bank- 
rupt from the order of the registrar was heard by Lord 
Justice Mellish and dismissed with costs, and on the 27th 
of February the bankrupt presented a petition for liqui- 
dation of his affairs by arrangement or composition with 
his creditors. 

On the 4th of March, 1874, an order of adjudication 
was made against the bankrupt by consent upon the 
understanding that all proceedings under the adjudica- 
tion should be stayed until the result of the proceedings 
under the petition for liquidation had been ascertained, 
and the proceedings under the said adjudication had been 
from time to time farther stayed. 

The first meeting of creditors under the petition for 
liquidation was held on the 16th of March, 1874, at which 
the requisite statutory majority of the creditors then 
assembled passed a resolution for the acceptance of & 
composition of 19s. 11d. in the pound, payable by the instal- 
ments following :—10s. in the pound in 12 months, 5s. in 
the pound in 18 months, and 4s. 11d. in 24 months. The 
petitioning creditor proved his debt at that meeting, and 
py his proxy voted against the resolutions and challenged 
the proofs of several of the creditors. 

The resolutions were confirmed at a second meeting of 
creditors held on the 27th of March, 1874, and were after- 
wards, with all other requisite papers, filed with the regis- 
trar in matters of liquidation by arrangement. 

Sir Wm. Foster by his counsel raised various objections 
to the registration of the resolutions, and the 21st of April 
was appointed for hearing the same, but the registrar 
overruled them, and the resolutions were ordered to be 
registered subject to compliance with certain requirements 
of a formal character. 

The solicitor for Sir Wm, Foster, in the 14th nee 
of his affidavit, made the following statement :—" I verily 
believe that the institution of the said liquidation 
ceedings and the said composition resolution crepes bi 
the said debtor, and carried by the majority aforesaid, 


the result of a deliberate and determined scheme on the ' 


part of the said debtor to defeat and delay Sir Wm. 
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Foster, and that the said majority was obtained by the 
votes of creditors given not bond fide in the interest of the 
creditors generally, but in the interest of the said debtor, 
and that no bond fide administration of the said debtor's 
property cr payment of debts by the said debtor is in. 
tended, and that one object which the said debtor has is 
on the one hand to prevent the said Sir Wm. Foster from 
enforcing payment of the several debts due to him from 
the said debtor, while on the other hand the said debtor 
prosecutes the said appeal to the House of Lords, and 
thus puts the said Sir Wm. Foster to further cost, delay, 
worry, and annoyance.” 

The appeal in this statement referred-to was an appeal 
to the House of Lords against a decree dated 22nd July, 
1873, of the then Lord Chancellor, sitting for the Master of 
the Rolls, in the suit of Pooley v. Foster, dismissing with 
costs a bill filed by the bankrupt and his son against Sir 
William Foster and his son Francis Gostling Foster. 

The bankrupt, in reply, denied the truth of the allegations 
in the 14th paragraph of the affidavit. 


Roxburgh, Q.C., and F. Knight, for the applicant. 


De Gex, Q.C., and Bagley, for the petitioning creditor, 
contended that the resolution under the petition for liqui- 
dation having been passed subsequently to the adjudication 
was of no effect, and that the property had vested in the 
trustee for the benefit of the creditors, and was divisible 
amongst them, and the circumstance that the trustee was 
the registrar trustee did not make any difference : section 
838, Bankruptcy Act, 1869, sub-section 6. It was not com- 
petent to the creditors to pass the resolution, for the pro- 
perty of the bankrupt had gone from him, and this resolu- 
tion was outside the bankruptcy. We say the bankrupt is 
possessed of furniture worth £5,000. Any proceedings 
which the bankrupt may choose to adopt should be under 
the 28th section. 


Roxburgh, in reply.—The resolution dated back to the 
filing of the petition for liquidation, which is antecedent to 
the adjudication. Ifthe adjudication was valid the trustee 
was bound to take possession of the property, which he had 
not done. The adjudication was made by consent, with a 
satay of proceedings until after the first meetiog of credi- 
tors under the petition for liquidation. The only meaning 
of that was that the views of the creditors were to be as- 
certained, whether they preferred bankruptcy or a compo- 
sition. The resolution was binding upon all the creditors : 
section 126, par. 7. 


Pepys, Registrar, said it had never been held that where 
@ petition for adjudication was presented, followed by a 
petition for liquidation, the liquidation proceedings would 
have the effect of annulling the adjudication of bankruptcy. 
If that proposition were established it would be most in. 
jurious to the interests of creditors and unjust to the 
petitioning creditor, whose petition would be defeated by 
the subsequent presentation of a petition by the debtor. 
If the matter stood in its naked form, on adjudication ob- 
tained upon an act of bankruptcy committed prior to the 
filing of the petition for liquidation, he should then have 
considered that the petitioning oreditor’s rights could not 
be interfered with; but here the proceedings were of a 
somewhat different nature. When the petition for ad- 
{tention came on to be heard an adjudication was taken 
y consent, and the proceedings in bankruptcy were to be 
stayed until after the first meeting under the liquidation ; 
and the petitioning creditor was a party to the arrange- 
ment that the proceedings in bankruptcy were not to be 
Continued. The petitioning creditor attended the first 
meeting, proved his debt, and took a very active part in 
the proceedings, but when he found himself in a minority 
he opposed the registration, and, defeated in that, he then 
said—" I object to the proceedings in bankruptey being 
stayed, and I ask that they may goon.” It was impossible 
that two sets of proceedings could be carried on at the 
same time. The petitioning creditor could not blow hot 
and cold. He could not proceed under the ye and 
atthe same time ask that the bankruptcy should go on. 
The application must be granted. 


Solicitors for the applicant, Taylor ¢ Jaquet. 


Solicitors for the petitioning creditor, Sha Parkers, 
Pritchard, § Sharpe. Q foe 





COUNTY COURTS. 
LaMBETH. 
(Before J. Pirr Taytor, Esq., Judge.) 
April 30.—Callaghan v. Dickenson. 
Master and servant. 


Yo make a master liable for injury caused to his servant 
during his employment, it must be shown that the personal 
negligence or misconduct of the master caused or contributed 
to the injury. 

This was an action brought to recover damages against 
the defendant, who was a contractor and builder, for injury 
sustained by the plaintiff, through the falling of some 
bricks at the Waterloo Flour Mills, where the plaintiff was 
working as an excavator in the service of the defendant, 
who was the contractor for the works. 

Evidence was given on the part of the plaintiff that on 
the 15th of January, the day preceding the accident, a 
fellow servant of the plaintiff’s had been directed by the 
foreman of the defendant to erect a scaffolding or protection 
against the falling bricks and debris at the part of the flour 
mills then being pulled down, and that the defendant 
superintended the erection of the scaffolding, and had notice 
from the man erecting it that it was unfit to hold the 
amount of bricks which possibly might fall upon it, and 
therefore that injury might be caused to the men beneath, 
and that it required supports underneath to render it safe. 
This the defendant denied ; he also denied having given 
any directions with reference to the scaffolding. It was 
proved that while a man in the defendant’s employ was 
picking out the bricks, he came upon a rotten portion of the 
building, and several bricks fell upon the scaffolding, whick 
broke and fell upon the plaintiff, who was working a few 
feet off, causing him injury. It was in evidence for the 
defendant that the scaffolding was only erected to prevent 
mortar and small pieces of brick from falling, and was not 
intended to guard against large bricks falling, or to protect 
the men working, but only passers by, and that it was in 
all respects fit for the purpose intended. 


Edmund Thomas, for the defendant, submitted that the 
defendant was not liable ; that the plaintiff knew this was a 
dangerous employment, and that the scaffolding had been 
proved to answer the purpose for whichit was intended, 
and therefore the defendant had not been personally guilty 
of negligence ; he also argued that a master is not respon- 
sible for an injury caused to his servant through the neg- 
ligence of a fellow servant, and lastly that this was the re- 
sult ofa mere accident, for which no one was liable. He 
cited Gallagher v. Piper, 12 W. R. 988, 16 C. B. N. 8. 669; 
and Wiggett v. For, 4 W. R. 254, 11 Ex. 837. 


Lewis Glyn, contra, centended that a master is bound to 
take all reasonable precautions to secure the safety of his 
workman: Brydon v. Stewart, 2 Macq. 30; Williams 
v. Clough, 3 H. & N. 258, 6 W. R. C. L. Dig. 62, and also 
that it is in all cases the master’s duty to be careful that his 
workmen be not induced to work under the notion that the 
tackle, scaffolding or rope with which they work is secure, 
when the master has reasonable ground for believing that 
it is unsafe and dangerous: Roberts v. Smith and Another, 
5 W. R. 581; Sentor v. Ward, 7 W. R. 261, and he 
further urged that the case of Wiggett v. Fox was decided 
upon the hypothesis that the master had taken due care 
not to expose his servants to unreasonable risks, which was 
not the case here. 


His Honour told the jury that from the ordinary rela- 
tion of master and servant no duty can be implied on the 
part of the master to protect the servant against any injury 
arising either from the negligence of another servant, pro- 
vided the latter be engaged as a fellow labourer in the same 
common work, or from the defective condition of the master's 

roperty, unless the personal negligence or other miscon- 
uct of the master can be shown to have caused, or at least: 
to have materially contributed, to the accident. 

He then asked the jury if the master had given any direc- 
tions with regard to the scaffolding, and if so, whether the 
master had not seen that the ding was strong enough 
fer what it was intended, He also told the jury that if the 
scaffolding was not necessary for the protection of the man, 
they must find a verdict for the defendant, 


Verdiet for the defendant. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

May 22.—Minister of Public Instruction.—Lord HaMPToN 
moved ‘that in the opinion of this House it is desirable 
that the Committee of Council on Education should be 
superseded by the appointment of a Minister of Public 
Instruction, who should be intrusted with the care and 
superintendence of all matters relating to national 
encouragement of science and art and popular education.” 
—The Duke of Ricumonp opposed the motion on the ground 
that the Lord President of the Council was in fact the 
Minister of Public Instruction. After some discussion the 
motion was negatived. 

The Courts (Straits Settlements) Bill,—This Bill was read 
‘@ third time and passed. 


oe 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May 22.—The Married Women's Property Act (1870) 
Amendment Bill.—This Bill as amended was considered. 

Registration of Trade Marks—Mr. WHITWELL asked the 
President cf the Board of Trade whether he proposed to 
introduce this session the Bill prepared and brought into 
the last Parliament by the Board of Trade for the registra- 
tion of trade marks, and whether, if he did notintend to re- 
introduce that Bill, he would render any assistance to a 
private member to carry a similar Bill during this session. 
—Sir C. Apprrtey.—I have no intention of re-introducing 
this session the Bill brought in by my predecessor last year. 
It received very little encouragement in this House and 
was withdrawn, as also a similar Bill three vears before. 
The Bill of last year embodied the views of the Board of 
Trade on the subject, and those which I entertain myself. 
As to promising to assist a private member to carry a 
similar Bil!, I should wish to see the Bill first. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 
Lanp TRANSFER BIL. 


A meeting of Deputations from Provincial Law Societies 
was held on Thursday last, the 27th inst., at the Law Insti- 
tution, Mr. Dees (Newcastle-on-Tyne) in the chair. 
Present, Mesers. T. E. Paget (President), Isham H. E. Gill, 
W. A. Jevons, T. F. Hall, H. J. Kenion (Hon. See.), Liver- 
pool Incorporated Law Society; A. Cox (President), 
G. FP. Prideaux, H. 0. B. O'Donoghue, Bristol Incorporated 
Law Society; M. Curtler (President), Wallen (Hon. 
Sec.), W. P. Hughes, Worcester and Worcestershire Law 
Society ; J. 8. Darlington (Hon. Sec.), Wigan Law Society ; 
Bateson Wood, Manchester Incorporated — Association ; 
Somers Clarke (Vice-President), W. J. Williams. J. W. 
Howlett, Brighton and Sussex Law Society ; W. J. Allen 
(Vice-President), T. Horton (Hon. Sec.), C. T. Saunders, 
W. Morgan, Birmingham Incorporated Law Society ; C. W. 
Lawrence (President), Gloucestershire Law Society; R. R. 
Dees (Treasurer), R. Spence Watson, Newcastle-on-Tyne 
Incorporated Law Society ; T. Marshall (Hon. Sec.), Leeds 
Law Society ; E. C. Petgrave (Hon. Sec.), A. S. King, Bath 
Law Society ; G. S. Poole, J. H. B. Pinchard, Somerset 
Attorneys’ Club; T. Berridge (Hon. Sec.), Leicester Law 
Society ; J. Case (Hon. See.), Kent Law Society. 

Mr. Marsuavt (Leeds) read the circular convening the 
meeting. 

Mr, Jzvons stated that communications had been re- 
ceived from several provincial Law Societies, and from 
many country solicitors concurring more or less in the ob- 
servations of the Associated Societies, which communica- 
tions he-bad tabulated. Mr. Jevons then proceeded to read 
the summary he bad made, but on the Chairman suggest- 
ing that time was of considerable importance, the meeting 
agreed that the summary should be taken as read, 

Mr. Maxsna.t said that it must not be supposed that all 
the members of the profession in the country had had a 
copy of the observations. Owing to various delays, and 
the difficulty of getting the — done in time, the ob- 
servations wae not ready post until last Monday, so 
that all that could be done was to make a list of certain 
gentlemen who appeared, so far as could be ascertained, to 





be the most influential solicitors in the various towns, and 
to send copies of the observations to these gentlemen. 

Mr. Jevons (Liverpool) thought it had better be referred 
to a sub-committee to consider the suggestions they had 
received, and to shorten them and send them out, guiding 
themselves by the resolutions which might be passed at thig 
meeting. The more they confined themselves to a few 
general points the better. They must remember that the 
Bill had practically passed the House of Lords, and stands 
for third reading on Monday next. It was not unlikely it 
might be read a first time in the Commons on the same 
evening so that there was little time tolose. The be Bile 
should confine themselves to the salient points of the B 
such as compulsory registration, district registries, admission 
of solicitors to all offices, and in point of fact such resolu- 
tions as the Manchester resolutions. In his opinion they 
had better leave out some of the Manchester resolutions, and 
so shorten their work. 

Mr. Curtier (Worcester) thought the meeting should 
confine themselves to the salient points mentioned by Mr. 
Jevons, as a vote might be taken upon these with which the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society would have a 
common sympathy. These points might very well be 
discussed with the aid and assistance of the members of that 
Council. 

Mr. Manrsuatt thought they ought in the first place to 
arrange for settling the observations which they had in 
draft, and drawing up such specific amendments to the 
clauses of the Bill as would carry out the general views of 
the country members of the profession, and that could best 
be done by a small committee. The meeting might by a 
series of resolutions give general instructions to that com- 
mittee as to the leading points to which they were to confine 
their attention. It should also consider as to the members 
of Parliament who were to be requested to take charge of 
the amendments, and it should authorize the committee to 
issue the observations as settled by them in the name of the 
Association to other members of the profession in the 
country. He was also about to suggest that they should 
put themselves in communication with the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, but as the Council had already 
put themselves in communication with the Association that 
would of course be unnecessary. 

Mr. Hutt (Liverpool) moved the second of the Man- 
chester resolutions as follows:—That registration ought not 
to be made compulsory, but that it should be voluntary 
only, until experience has shown that the system is working 
satisfactorily. 

Mr. Horton (Birmingham) seconded the resolution. 

Mr. Cox (Bristol) said his society were of opinion that 
the measure ought to be fairly tested and worked. His 
society thought it might be unwise, as a measure of policy 
to propose to take outthatclause, because of the strong oppo- 
sition it would provoke. 

It was then suggested that the resolution might stand 
thus:—That registration should not be compulsory until 
experience for a much longer period than three years shall 
have tested the efficiency of the system; and the mover and 
seconder assented. 

Mr. Poole (Somersetshire Law Society) thought that 
the general feeling of the profession was that it would be 
useless to attempt to oppose the principle of the measure, 
whether they thought it would improve the transfer of 
landed property or not. Then if they were to have a 
register it should be universal or it would do more harm 
than good. The subject of district registries was a very 
important one, and a still more important one was that 
with reference to the duties of the registrar separated 
from his functions as a simple registrar of deeds. If they 
did not oppose the principle of the bill altogether as a 
compulsory measure they ought to support the clause 
which enacts that after three years all registration should 
be compulsory. This did not compel everyone to go in for 
an absolute title or a limited title. 

Mr. Gru (Liverpool) was anxious that no experimental 
registration should be made compulsory without a suffi- 
cient trial. The question of compulsory registration lay 
at the root of the whole matter, seeing that Lord West- 
bury’s Act failed because on trial it had been found, toa 
great extent, impracticable. 

Mr. Pincnarp (Taunton) said that the feeling of the 

hire Attorneys’ Club was that compulsory 
tration was necessary, or else the bill would not at 
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all. Three years would give solicitors sufficient experience 
of the working of the clause, and in the meantime they 
could be devoting their attention to obtaining any amend- 
ments which might be necessary. 

Mr. Pacer (Liverpool) said the course taken at the 
meeting at Manchester was justified by the speech of Lord 
Cairns last session. Had they thought the carrying of 
this resolution implied virtual opposition to the Bill they 
would never have thought of proposing it for the reason 
that such opposition, coming from solicitors, would be 
looked on with the greatest distrust. When Lord West- 
bury brought forward a bill almost identical with the 
present bill Lord Cairns assented cordially to the main 
principle of the bill, but took exception to the compulsory 
clause. He (Mr. Paget) thought they could not be con- 
sidered as opposing the spirit of the bill if they adopted 
the game course which Lord Cairns had adopted, and 
asked to have these clauses eliminated. There must 
eventually be compulsory registration, but three years was 
not sufficient time in which to test the working of it. 

Mr. Pripravx (Bristol) could not think that the resolu- 
tion was hostile to the principle of the Bill, because all it 
did was simply to extend the time at which the com- 
pulsory registration should be insisted upon. It did not 
say that there should be no compulsory registration, but 
merely that three years was not long enough to test the 
working of the measure. He thought it very desirable that 
there should be a long period in which to try it. 

Mr. CurtTLEer (Worcester) was of opinion that the ques- 
tion of compulsory registration must depend upon whether 
there were to be local district registries or one central re- 
gistry. The question of compulsory registration must, to 
agreat extent, depend upon that, because the principal 
regson for opposing compulsory registration would be the 
expense attached to it. Mr. Curtler then gave an instance 
of the working of Lord Westbury’s Act, where the cost of 
registering conveyances of some small lots came to £12 or 
£14 in each case for registration fees only. If district 
registries were established throughout the country com- 
pulsory registration would not be a great hardship. 

Mr. Howterr (Brighton) was surprised to hear a single 
word in favour of compulsory registration. He had been 
much surprised on reading the observations of the Bristol 
and of the Somersetshire Law Societies. Every other law 
society was unanimously of opinion that compulsion would 
be very hard and unjust upon solicitors and their clients. 
The last speaker thought that district registries would 
obviate the hardship of compulsory registratiou, and cer- 
tainly if there were only one registry, and that in London, 
it would be very hard upon owners of land and country 
solicitors, but he was at a loss to know how district regis- 
tries could remedy the evil. If registries were established 
in the large provincial towns it would be as difficult for 
solicitors or owners of land to go from one town to another 
as to go to London, and it would be impossible but that in 
small transactions the expenses would be very much in- 
creased. He had written to the Lord Chancellor on the 
subject, and had taken the liberty of calling his attention 
to a paragraph of his (Mr. Howlett’s) answers before the 

Commission, and had expressed the hope that on 
farther consideration his Lordship would adhere to his 
original principles, and would not be in favour of compul. 
sory registration. Ifthere is to be a registry away from 
your own door there must be a preliminary search, atten- 
dance at the registry, and soon, which, however much a 
solicitor might keep his charges down, must add to the 
expense considerably, and cause inconvenient delay. The 
proposed change would be very burdensome to small 
transfers more especially. 

Mr. Jzvons submitted that they ought to take the opinion 
of the meeting as to non-compulsory registration. He 
thought that no one present would be of opinion that the 
Bill as it stood would work well with regard to district 


tries. He put this as a ground for not making it com- 
until it had first been made satisfactory. It would 


Mf ej to pass another Act of Parliament after the 
iration of a due period. 
© resolution was then put and carried, twenty-two 
voting in favour of it, and 4 nst, 
Mr. Cox (Bristol), moved “That 
would arise by the establishment of one registry 


at inconvenience and 


only.” Theremight be ctregistries with a central registry 


‘tion. 





without any very great cost. There should bea division of 
labour ; the district registry for matters of a formal 
character, and the business of the central registry should be 
conducted by an official whom he would not call a registrar 
but a judge. He should reside at the registry, together with his 
staff, and there should he subdivisions in that centre in which 
there should be an officer to register all deeds which did 
not require more than ministerial work, and each country 
solicitor should be able to communicate directly with him 
by post, and all searches should be made by post, and all 
business done by post except that which must of necessity 
have personal attendance. The difficulties suggested would 
be very much obviated if the business could to a great 
extent be done through the post and in this way it might 
be done at a small expense. 

Mr. Jevons said that if they passed the resolution it 
would look as if they were trying to destroy the Bill by 
passing two inconsistent resolutions. They had already 
carried a resolution that registration ought not to be made 
compulsory. They said that it would be well to try the 
Bill tentatively, and it was rather inconsistent to say that 
great injustice would arise from the adoption of a system 
of registration without a division into districts. This 
would not be true if the first resolution were adopted. 
He suggested an alteration in the resolution. 

Mr. Cox adopted the alteration, and moved the resolu- 
tion as follow :—‘“ That great inconvenience and injustice 
would result from the adoption of a system of compulsory 
registraticn of titles to land without provision for the 
division of the country into districts, and the establish- 
ment of registries in convenient places in each district.” 

Mr. Saunpers (Birmingham) seconded the resolution. 

Mr. Kine (Bath) had very lively recollections of the 
trouble of getting business done in provincial towns. The 
case was different in London because the agents could be 
depended upon, but the employment of solicitors as agents 
in different parts of the country would be very incon- 
venient. If a registry could be established in every 
county court town the case would be different. 

Mr. Petcrave (Bath) agreed with Mr. King’s observa- 
tions, who had rightly expressed the feeling of the 
Bath Law Society. There would be a feeling of discom- 
fort in getting solicitors not far off to act as their agents. 
Ata meeting of his society the desirability of carrying 
on registration through the post was strongly urged, and 
if this could be done with the London registry it might 
obviate any necessity for district registries. 

Mr. Bateson Woop concurred cordially with the resolu- 
If there were to be compulsory registration it was 
essential that it should be brought as near to one’s door 
as possible. Registration business wouid be very expen- 
sive if it were compelled to be brought to London. He 
supported the resolution. 

Mr. Pooe was in favour of district registries. There 
should be a separation of the duties of the registrar as to 
registration with absolute or limited title from his other 
duties. The simple registration of a deed upon its production 
was within the functions of any officer in the district 
registry, and applications for registration with absolute or 
limited title might be referred to the office in London. The 
judicial duties should be done in London, and the registra. 
tion of deeds by district registrars. His society had 
proposed a scheme by which the searches and registration 
might take place in the central office by means of the post. 
It is proposed that the deed should be produced to a 
commissioner for taking affidavits in the country, that 
there should be a printed form filled up giving the 
particulars, and that this should be filled up, certified by 
the attorney, attested by the commissioner, and upon 
being sent through the post to the registrar, be registered. 
If a search was required the solicitor should write to the 
registrar enclosing a certain number of stamps, and he 
should be bound to send back his certificate of the search. 
He thought a central office would be more convenient than 
a district registry if the registration and searches could be 
effected through the post. 

Mr. Hutz called the attention of the meeting to Mr 
Marshall's remarks in the printed observations. He believed 
every word of those observations to be true. 

The resolution was then put and carried unani A 

Mr. Cox said the requirement that an affidavit s be 
made by the solicitor in overy case was most objectionable, 
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A solicitor might be charged with perjury if he made a 
mistake. 


The CuarrMsN said the same matter had occurred to 
him. He would take the precedent of Lord St. Leonards’ 
Act, where it was provided that no prosecution should be 
instituted except under the sanction of the Attorney- 
General. There should be this protection given. 

Mr. Woop would go further—a solicitor should not be 
subject toitat all. The affidavit should be made by the 
client. 

Mr. JEevons, in moving the next resolution, said that the 
offices of registrar and assistant registrar were confined 
to barristers of ten years’ standing, and solicitors were ex- 
cluded. In the amendments in committee the district regis- 
trars and assistant registrars are allowed to be attorneys ; 
but the London appointments are still confined to the bar. 
There were not a sufficient number of barristers who had 
practised as conveyancing barristers and would give up 
their practice to fill the appointments which would be 
open. The offices would be filled by incompetent men 
whose qualifications were, that they had been called to the 
bar ten yearsago. He should prefer a resolution that the 
offices should be confined to attorneys and barristers who 
had practised as conveyancers, but in the absence of an 
amendment to that effect, he should confine himself to the 
one stated in the 5th of the Manchester resolutions that 
solicitors should be eligible for appointments. 

The resolution was seconded by Mr. Bateson Wood. 

Mr. PooLe moved “ That barristers who had practised as 
conveyancers, certificated conveyancers, and solicitors, 
should alone be eligible for appointments under the Act.” 

Mr. ALLEN (Birmingham) seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Ssunpexs (Birmingham) objected to the amendment. 
There were barristers and barristers, and solicitors and 
solicitors ; they would not ask that all solicitors should be 
eligible, and that a portion of the bar should be excluded. 
The advisibility of appointing solicitors to these offices was 
pressed strongly upon the Lord Chancellor by the deputa- 
tions from the council the other day. The interview 
ended with an observation on his part which tended 
to show that he wonld be open to argument upon the 
point. 

Mr. Hutt asked whether solicitors were to be made 
eligible without reference to standing ? 

Mr. Jevons would leave that to the committee. 

The resolution was subsequently altered to, ‘‘ That 
solicitors of ten years’ standing should be eligible for all 
appointments under the Act,” and was put and carried. 

Mr. Cox would like instructions to be given to the com- 
mittee with regard to the affidavit question. He moved 
that the provision ought to be expunged. 

Mr. ALLEN (Birmingham) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Lawrence (Cirencester) did not see any great 
objection to the affidavit. An indictment would only 
occur in the case of wilful perjury. He was in favour of 
the clause standing as it was. 

Mr. Kine also opposed the motion. 

Mr. Jevons would draw the attention of the meeting to 
the small distinction between being charged and being 
convicted of perjary. The solicitor might not be convicted, 
but a prima facie case would be made out and that would 
be a very serious matter. 

Mr. Berrince also supported the motion. 

The Cuatrman then put the resolution to the meeting— 
“That so much of clause 20 ought to be expunged as re- 
quires that the solicitor of the applicant shall join him in 
the affidavit mentioned in that clause.” 

The resolution was carried. 

Mr. MarsHatt moved that the basis of the index of 
registration should be a map. 

Mr. Pooix seconded this. It was one of the recommen- 
dations of his society that in all cases references should 
be made to the map, and that every registrar should keep 
two indices, one to the tithe map, and the other to the 
name of the registered proprietor. The registry should 
either be merged in the Enclosure Commission Office, or 
the Enclosure Commission Office in the registry, because 
all tithe maps, all enclosure orders, and all exchange orders 
for some years past have been deposited in the Enclosure 
Commission Office 


Mr. Jnvos was anxious that the meeting should not 
pass such resolutions as would appear intended, by 








a sort of side wind, to kill the Act. They could not go to 
the Lord Chancellor and say he ought to have a map of the 
whole country, on account of the expense, for a scheme 
which they at the same time said might or might not suc- 
ceed. ‘ 

Other gentlemen having spoken, the resolution was 
withdrawn. 

Mr. Gitt (Liverpool) suggested that unless the bill 
were further altered the object to be effected by the 
omission of the word “agent” would not be attained. 
The bill said that any person authorised by the registered 
proprietor might search, and this would let inagents. They 
ought to get a clause inserted requiring that some 
practising solicitor should be responsible in all transac- 
tions. 

After discnssion, a resolution was finally carried as 
follows :—‘ That it be a motion to the committee that no 
transaction in the registry ought to be permitted through 
any other agent than a practising solicitor.” A committee 
was then appointed, and the proceedings terminated. 
A meeting afterwards took place with members of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and it was 
arranged that the resolutions of the associated societies 
should be brought before the council at their next meeting. 





YORKSHIRE LAW SOCIETY. 


The following is the report of the committee, of which 
we recently gave a brief abstract :— 

“The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873,” which, 
as to its general provisions, is to come into operation on the 
2nd day of November next, was the only measure of 
importance affecting the law which passed in the last 
session of Parliament. 

Its provisions will, no doubt, by this time, have become 
familiar to all the members of this society, and they will 
be anxiously looking forward to the time when the rules, 
authorised to be made for regulating the practice of the 
Court will be issued. Meanwhile, her Majesty, by Order in 
Council, is to determine the places from which writs of 
summons may be issued, and in which such proceedings 
may be taken and recorded as are in the Act mentioned. 
As the object of this localization of initiatory and inter- 
locutory proceedings was to facilitate action in the new 
court, it must be obvious that nothing could be better 
adapted for such purpose than the existing machinery of the 
county courts, and from the fact that in all large centres of 
population the registrars of such courts are, and would 
certainly continue to be, men of intelligence and position, 
it would seem to be most consonant with the design of the 
Legislature in thus distributing over the country centres 
of action, that in Yorkshire, places like the City of York, 
Leeds, Sheffield, and Hull should be selected as “ places” 
for the purposes indicated. If it should be thought 
desirable to limit the number of places in the county, then, 
inasmuch as the existing assizes for the county are held in 
York and Leeds, such localities might rea pg & be 
expected to be selected as the ‘ places.” Should it, how- 
ever, be determined that one “ place” only for Yorkshire 
should be selected, then the City of York would appear to 
have the best claim for adoption, and for these reasons :— 

1, That it is the ancient capital of the North of Eng- 
land. 

2. That in it exist the Depository of the Wills for the 
Northern Province of England anterior to the year 1843 ; 
the Probate Court for the City of York and the Ainsty 
thereof, and the North and East Ridings of Yorkshire, 
with the wills since 1843 to the present time ; the stry 
of the Archbishop of York; and the Ecclesiastical Courts 
for such Northern Province. 

8. That it was, until recently, the place in which the 
whole assize business of the county was conducted. 

4. That since the division of the assize business between 
York and Leeds the railway facilities have so much in- 
creased that access between these places can be accom- 
plished within the hour. 

6. That railway and postal communications between 
York and all parts of the three Ridings of the county are 
of the most comprehensive and expeditious character. 

Your committee, therefore, recommend your society to 
memorialize the Lord Chancellor, in accordance with the 
views above set forth, 
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PROFESSIONAL REMUNERATION. 

This is asubject which hasfor sometime past engaged the 
attention of the Incorporated Law Society and most of the 
provincial law societies. Your committee have carefully 
considered ihe various propositions on the subject, and can 
only repeat their former opinion, that no scale has yet 
been propounded which has met with their unqualified 
approbation—most of them being too low for small 
transactions, which are frequently full of complications, 
and too high for large ones. 

REGISTRATION OF Morteaces or TENANTS’ Fixtures. 

Several decisiors upon this question have recently been 
given and much discussion has arisen thereon, especially 
jn the manufacturing districts where fixtures in mills 
form a valuable portion of property mortgaged. By these 
decisions it has been determined that where trade fixtures 
are mortgaged along with leasehold premises the mort- 

s are not valid against creditors unless registered 
under the Bills of Sale Act. Fears are entertained by 
many persons that a similar decision would be arrived at 
in the case of trade fixtures being mortgaged along with 
freehold premises. The Incorporated Law Society intend 
to promote a Bill to permit existing mortgages of fixtures 
to be registered and thereby validated ; and the Manches- 
ter Law Society purpose originating a measure whereby 
not only this object shall be accomplished, but that it 
shall be declared that trade fixtures and other goods and 
chattels comprised in any registered mortgage or charge 
shall not be deemed to be in the possession, order, or dis- 
position, or reputed ownership of the person who shall 
have made or given such mortgage or charge in the event 
of his bankruptcy or insolvency. 

Your committee recommend that this society should 
render all the assistance in its power towards the carrying 

of these measures. 


Lanp TRANSFER, 
Measures to prevent ‘‘delay and expense attending the 
transfer of land in England ” will shortly be submitted by 
her Majesty's Government for the consideration of Par- 


liament. 

When they are presented to Parliament they shall have 
the anxious consideration of your committee, who will 
gladly assist in the promotion of any well digested measure 
of improvement, and will endeavour to seoure to the pro- 
fession fair and reasonable remuneration for their labours, 
upon an ad valorem principle, which they believe will be 
equally acceptable to the public and the profession. 


DvuRaTION OF THE ASSIZEs AT YORK. 


Complaints are continually being made that the period 
allotted for the delivery of the gaol, and the trial of causes 
at York, is much too limited, and there can be no doubt 
that such complaints are well founded. 

When the commercial, agricultural, mining, manufactur- 
ing, shipping, railway, banking, and other important in- 
terests in the North and East Ridings of Yorkshire, and 
in the city of York, and also the great increase of popula- 
tion in the mining and iron districts of Cleveland, and in 
the thriving port of Hull and other districts, are considered, 
it must be obvious that the few days assigned to York are 
wholly insufficient for the requirements of the public. 

Your committee recommend that application should be 
made, in the name of your society, to the proper authorities 
for an extension of time at York, and that York should be 

it the last on the list of places for the Summer Assizes 
in each year, which would give all suitors who wished to 
bring their causes for trial at York an opportunity of 
doing 20. 

Many Bills affecting the law will, doubtless, as in for- 
mer years, be introduced into Parliament—few will pass 
during this session—all, however, shall have the watchful 
Consideration of your committee, 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 

meral court was held at the Hall of 
Law Society on Thursday last Mr, 

Steward (chairman), and Messrs. Burges, Carpenter, Kelly, 

W.S. Masterman, Proudfoot, 8. Smith, Styan, H. Vallance, 

and Boodle (reoretary), and others being present. It ap- 


Se’, tho report that twenty-seven cases of widows and 
of deweased members had, during the past year, 


The annual 
the Incorpora 





been relieved by the distribution among them of £1,380; 
that during the same period twenty-four cases of non- 
members’ widows, and children, had received the sum of 
£230; and that the association possessed a capital of 
£33,342 ; also that fourteen members during the past year 
had died, of whom four where life members and ten were 
annual members, and that eight new members had joined 
the association. The following officers were re-elected— 
viz., {president, Lord Hatherley; vice-presidents Lords 
Chelmsford and Romilly ; treasurers, Mr. Lawrance Des- 
borough and Mr. Samuel Steward. A vote of thanks to the 
chairman, the directors, and the auditors terminated the 
proceedings. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday even- 
ing, the subject for the debate being, ‘“‘That the Bil] to 
Facilitate the Transfer of Land is desirable.” The motion 
was carried by a majority of 1. 





THE SOLICITORS OF IRELAND UPON THE 
JUDICATURE (IRELAND) BILL. 


On Saturday last a special meeting of the Society of At- 
torneys and Solicitors of Creland was held at the Solicitor’s- 
hall, Four Courts, to consider the Judicature Bill. Sir 
Richard J. T. Orpen, President, occupied the chair. There 
was a numerous attendance of the profession. 

Mr. Shannon said that from the character of those 
having charge of the Bill, he believed any sug- 
gestions coming from the profession would be at- 
tended to. There were some matters on which they 
should be prepared to take strong action. Turning to the 
61st section, they found that rules and orders would be 
made which would have the same effect as the Act itself 
when passed. He thought it was all-important that these 
rules and orders should be submitted in draft to the council 
of the Society. He had nothing but unqualified approval 
for the 29th section, by which law terms were to be abolished, 
and vacation also, except as to mere dates or periods. He 
regarded the long vacation as an unmitigated nuisance, and 
thought there should be no vacation except in the month of 
September. He passed hy the provisions as to the judges, 
and came to the Landed Estates Court. The judge of that 
court was to have power under the 40th section to appoint 
receivers at once on the application of aggrieved creditors, 
so that instead of allowing a tricky owner or a tricky 
creditor to go on from year to year, as Chancellor Blackburne 
said—‘‘ using the forms of justice to prevent its ends ”"—this 
would facilitate the transaction of business, and prevent its 
accumulation. He called the attention of the profession to 
the 78th section with reference to the appointment of 
judges’ secretaries. Fifteen appointments were to be made 
at a salary of £250 per annum each, and he contended that 
these offices should be given to solicitors of five years’ stand- 
ing. He then pointed out the importance of considesing 
the schedule of fees for solicitors practising in the High Court. 
He said he was exceedingly puzzled as to the regulations inre- 
ference to pleadings, and he wanted to know whether they 
were to be compelled to print everything in the shape of a 

lea. Ifthe proposal as it now stood on this subject were to 

e carried out, they should either have a printing office at- 
tached to their offices or would have to be constantly sending 
to the office of a printer. Thore was a very important 
change proposed in the 50th rule of the schedule—that 
cases for the Court of Appeal should be abolished, and that 
they should now proceed by notice of motion. He would 
ask the council to take note in respect of the arrangement 
of the schedule of fees; because it was absuré to tell them 
they were to be remunerated by half-a-crown for a notice 
of motion, which should be drawn up by counsel, having 
first been draughted by themselves; a notice of appeal in- 
volving the largest legal principles. That notice would not 
be the one they were accustomed to, but would be in itself 
a kind of pleading which must be settled by counsel, and 
they ought therefore to have reasonable authority to send 
the notice to counsel, and of course to be paid for it. : 

Mr, Henry T. Dix said the first question which 
suggested itself on this important measure was with 
regard to the ultimate appellate jurisdiction given by 
the Act. Upon that there had been various opinions ex- 

, and public opinion and the opinion of the bar of 
Freland were in favour of retaining in the House of Lords a 
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jurisdiction which had always been respected in this 
country and in England. He thought, however, the Court 
of Appeal proposed to be substituted seemed to possess all 
the elements of learning and ability possessed by the House 
of Lords; and that nothing would be lost as to the weight 
of the decisions arrived at. Of course there was one thing 
they were all agreed upon, and it was this, that there should 
be a common ultimate appeal for England, Ireland, and 
Scotland. 

Mr. J. F. Goodman proposed— That, while we admit 
that the Court of Final Appeal must be the same for 
England, Ireland, and Scotland, we are of opinion that the 
House of Lords should continue to be the ultimate Court of 
Appeal for the United Kingdom.” 

Fg Ellis seconded the resolution, which was adopted by 
15 to 12. 

It was next proposed by Mr. Shannon :—“ That having 
regard to the altered state of business in the Landed Estates 
Court, which led to the abandonment by the late Govern- 
ment of the Bill for abolishing the second judgeship in that 
court, and to the new heavy equity business to be cast upon 
that court by the Judicature Act, we are of opinion that it 
is essential for its due working to appoint a second judge to 
that court.” 

To this Mr. Fottre}l moved an amendment—“ That it is 
premature to consider the question raised by the resolution 
as to the necessity of a second judge in the Landed Estates 
Court until the council or a committee shall have reported 
upon the entire Judicature Bill.” 

The amendment was lost by 21 to 6, and the resolution 
passed. 

It was then moved by Mr. Shannon, seconded by Mr. 
Carroll, and adopted—*“ That it be referred to the council 
to consider the provisions of the Judicature Bill, and com- 
municate thereon with the Government and report to an ad- 
journed meeting, the time to be named by the chairman, the 
result of the proceedings.” 

On the suggestion of Mr. Ellis, it was agreed to send 
copies of the resolutions to the Lord Chancellor of England, 
and to the Attorney-General for Ireland. 

After a vote of thanks to the chairman, Mr. Barlow 
having been called to the second chair, the proceedings 
terminated. 





LEGAL ITEMS. 

Mr. James Adam, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff 
of Perth, in the room of Mr. John Tait, resigned. 

The United States Court of Claims has decided against 
the admission of Mrs. Belva E. Lockwood as a practising 
attorney. 

_ Mr. W. H. Bush, a Chicago lawyer, has recovered a ver- 
dict for 10,000 dols. against the Chicago Times for calling 
him a “shyster.” 

It is stated that the Chancellor of Sardis, Mississippi has 
been committed to gaol on a charge of stealing the law 
books of lawyers who appeared before him to argue cases. 

At the West Riding Spring Sessions, at Bradford, on 
Monday, John Cronbelm, solicitor, of Halifax, was sentenced 
to two years’ imprisonment for having, as bailee, fraudu- 


lently converted to his own use the sum of £900 belonging | 


to Mr. George Greenwood, of Halifax. 

The judges met on Thursday and arranged the summer 
circuits as follow, viz. :—Home, Mr. Baron Bramwell and Mr. 
Baron Cleasby ; Western, the Lord Chief Justice of the Com- 
mon Pleas (Lord Coleridge) and Mr. Justice Brett ; Norfolk, 
the Lord Chief Baron (Sir Fitzroy ore | Aa Mr. Justice 
Keating; Oxford, Mr. Baron Pigott and Mr. Justice Lush ; 
Northern, Mr. Justice Archibald and Mr. Baron Pollock ; 
Midland, Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. Baron Amphlett; 
North Wales, the Lord Chief Justice of England (Sir A. J. 
E. Cockburn, Bart,) ; South Wales, Mr. Justice Quain. Mr. 
Justice Blackburn remains in town. 

The Montreal Witness saye—In a Court of Justice not 50 
miles from Montreal an action was brought for the sum of 
two dols. At the trial, when the plaintiff's counsel was 
geeoeeting to make a professional statement of the case, his 

our interrupted him, and throwing down a two-dol lars 
bill to the clerk, said, “ There’s the money ; each party pays 
his own costs.” “ But,” said defendant’s counsel, * id 4 ave 
something to say about the settlement of the case. I[ have 
pleaded wit.” ‘* What!” said his Honour, “‘ pleadings in 
a case for two dollars? Do you think I am going to sit 





here half a day to listen to pleas in an action for two dollars ? 
My time is worth more than that. Call the next case.” 
The Berlin correspondent of the Daily News telegraphs 
that the new Bill respecting the judicial organisatiqn of 
Germany, which has been submitted to the Federal Council, 
contains the following provisions:—“ ‘The Supreme Tribunal 
of Commerce is to be merged into a superior meyer gar 
the seat of which is to be fixed by Imperial decree with the 
consent of the Federal Council. The competency of the Im- 
perial Court is to extend in civil matters to decisions on 
final judgments of the Supreme Courts of separate states, 
and in criminal cases to the delivery of judgment in first 
and last instance upon offences of treason and bigh treason 
against the Emperor and Empire, as also to decisions on 
verdicts pronounced by penal courts and by the assizes, 
The following, says the Atbany Law Journal, is an extract 
from the points of one of the counsel in the case of Jackson 
v. New York Central Railroad Company, reported in 2 N. Y. 
Sup. Ct. R. 653:—“ The only precedent in the books for an 
opinion based on such information is the decision of Wouter 
Van Twiller in the great accounting case Schoonhoven v. 
Bleecker, reported by Deidrick Knickerbocker,in which it was 
held ‘that, having carefully counted over the leaves and 
weighed the books, it was found that one was just as thick and 
heavy as the other, therefore it was the final opinion of the 
court that the accounts were evenly balanced; therefore 
Wandle should give Barent a receipt, and Barent should give 
Wandle a receipt, and the constable should pay the costs.’” 


The following are the terms of the motion placed upon the 
notice paper of the House of Lords, by Lord Redesdale with 
reference to the Judicature Act Amendment Bill :—* That as 
it is admitted that this House is preferred by Scotland. and 
Ireland as their Court of Final Appeal to any other which 
has been proposed, and as a satisfactory court of final appeal 
has not yet been established for England, it will be expedient, 
instead of proceeding to create a new court for all the three 
kingdoms, that the provisions of the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Act of last session which prohibit appeal to the House 
be repealed, and that time be thereby allowed for the adop- 
tion of such improvements in the constitution and practice of 
this House in the'discharge of its judicial functions as may 
remove the objections which have been taken to it as a 
court of judicature and that the Committee on the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act (1873) Amendment Bill be hereby 
instructed to amend the same in accordance with this resolu- 
tion.” 





COURT PAPERS. 


ADMIRALTY COURT. 
Triniry TERM. 

The Court will sit at Westminister on June 2, 9, 16, 23. 
and 30, and July 7 and 14, at half-past ten, for summonses 
and motions in chambers, and at eleven for motions in 
court. The court will sit every week-day to hear causes 
from June 2, to July 31, both days inclusive. Causes not 
ready for hearing on or before Tuesday, July 14, will not 
be heard until after the Long Vacation. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


GENERAL EXAMINATION of STUDENTS of the INNS 
of COURT, held at Lincotn's Inn Hatt, on the 11th, 
12th, 13th, 14th, and 1éth May, 1874, 

Trinity Term, 1874. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to Robert 
William Taylor and Richard Meares Sly, of the Middle 
Temple, Esqs., studentships in Jurispradence and Roman 
Civil Law, of one hundred guineas, to continue for a 
period of two years; George Edward Septimus Fryer, of 
the Inner Temple, Esq., a studentship in Jurisprudence 
and Roman Civil Law, of one hundred guineas, for one 

ear; Ainslie Douglas Ainslie, David Alfred Aird, Robert 

Witllam Broomfield, Arnold Jeffries Cleaver, John Blliott, 





‘James Angon Farrer, John Gerald Laing, Henry Boyes 


Mugliston, Frederick York Powell, John Earle Raven, 
Charles Stubbs, Robert Wallace, and Walter Henry 
Wilkin, of the Middle Temple, Charles Edward 
Childers, John Frederico Clerk, Henry John W 
Coulson, Alfred Dobson, John Conrad Gie Kunhardt, 
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Thomas Massey, Augustus Mirams, Joseph William Pullen, 
George Readman, Frederick Henry Thomas Streatfeild, 
Richard Henry Tidswell, of the Inner Temple, John Goode, 
John William Brodie Innes, Venkatakristnama Naidu 
Pokala, Henry Yorke Stanger, of Lincolns’-inn, Esqs., 
certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a public 
examination. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, May 29, 1874. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 93g Annuities, April, "85 9% 
to for Account, July 923xd | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 919 Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 913 Ditto, £500, Do par 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "44 Ditto, 2100 & £200, par 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 5 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 258 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ditto 5 per Cent.,July,’801104 ; Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 102 
Ditto for Account ,— Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct.’88101§ April,’64— 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug.’73 100) 
Ditto En faced Ppr.,4 per Cent.98 | Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 

Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’73 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Closing Price 


123 








Bristol and Exeter 
k! Caledoni : 





Stock| Glasgow and South-Western ...,........... cesses 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .........ceesseese! 
Great Northern 1 
Do., A Stock* 
{Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Great Western—Original......... 
Lancashire and Yorkshire . 











Stock 
Stoo 

Kk 
Btock 
Stock’ 
Stock 
Btock 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coas 
Stock} London, Chatham, and Dover....... 
Stock 
Stock 
Stoc 
Stock 
Stock 
Btock 
Stock 
Stock’ 
Stock 
Stock 


Stock London and North-Western 
London and South Western.... 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lin 
Metropolitan 
Do., District 


Mial. 











North British 

North Eastern 
North London 
North Staffordshire  .4..,..sssesseserseeene 
South Devon 
South-Eastern . 























| 100 








* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


Money Marxzt ann City INTELLIG ENC". 

The Bank rate was reduced on Thursday from 4 per 
cent. to 34 per cent. The proportion of reserve to liabilities 
has advanced from 41} last week to 43} this week. The 
railway market has been very inactive, but the tone at 
the close on Thursday was somewhat improved. There 
Was great depression in the foreign market on Tuesday, 
but the tone improved on Wednesday, and on Thursday 
there was considerable activity. Turkish had another 
rather severe fall on Friday last. Consols on Thursday 
Closed 934 to §. 

At the adjourned meeting of the Universal Fire 

t ce Company (Limited), held yesterday, the 
directors’ report was presented, which states that the 
premium income stood on the 25th of April last at the rate 
of £22,000 per annum, and that the losses have only been 
equal to about 20 per cent. The directors have deemed it 
desirable to remodel the articles of association, and for the 
present to confine their operations to home and continental 

ts. It is also thought desirable to confine the paid- 
Up capital to £4,000Jin 200,000 shares, with £2 contribu. 
‘tion, the sale of which are increasing daily. 
The annual general meeting of the Queen’s Insurance 
pany was held on Tuesday, at Liverpool. Mr. Bernard 
» presiding, the report stated the fire premiums for the 
year to have been £295,149, and the losses £162,117. Ia 
the life branch 504 Policies were issued for £179,989. A 
farther dividend and bonus of 10 cent. was declared, 
16 per cent, for the year ; £41,938, was appropriated 
Teserve, thus raised to £130,000; and £13,719 was 





BIRTH AND DEATHS. 


BIXTH. 

BLacKMORE—On May 26, at 12, Beacon-hill, N., the wife of 
S. H. Blackmore, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, of a 
son. 

DEATHS, 

GrezEN—On Whitsunday, at Paignton, Devonshire, Thomas 
Green, Esq., of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 53. 
RennreE—On May 26, at 39, Hans-place, Alice Marie, the wife 

of Richard Temple Rennie, barrister-at-law, aged 38. 

Vitirers—On May 23, at The Waterfall, Southgate, John F. 
Villiers, Esq., barrister-at-law, of 45, Stone-buildings, 
Lincoln’s-inn, aged 59. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


—_—_ 
Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Friar, May 22, 1874. 
Molesworth, John, and Owen Mareh, attorneys and solicitors, Roch- 
dale. May 9 
Pearson, Henry Gavencitres, and William Williams, attorneys aad soli- 
citors, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. May 15 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
TvespayY, May 19, 1874. 

‘ UNLIMITED I> CHANCERY. 

National Mutual Shipping Assurance Association,—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented May 19, directed tobe heard before V.C. Malins. 
on May 29. James and Co, Ely place, agents for Whidborne and 
Tizer, Teignmouth, solicitors for the petitioners, 

Liwrrep in CHanNcery, 

Allt-y-Crib Silver Lead Mining Company, Limited,—Petit 92 for 
winding up, presented May 15, directed to be heard before V.C, 
Malins, on May 29. Beck, East India Avenue, Leadenhall st, solici- 
tor for the petitioner. 

City Glass and Bottle Manufacturing Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by V.C. Malins, on May 8, it was ordered that the above 
somp any he wound up. Learoyd and Co, Chancery lane, solicitors 
for th e petitioners. 

Season Tieket Bank, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented May 
12, directed to be heard before the M.R.,on May 29. Harcourt and 
Macarthur, Moorgate st, solicitors for the patitioaers, 

STA NNABIES OF CORNWALL. 

Perran Consols Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 8, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Prince’s 
Hall, Truro, on Tuesday, May 26,at12. Affidavits intended to be 
used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must be filed as 
the Registrar’s Office, Truro. on or before May 22, and notices therecf 
must at the same time be given to the petitioners, thelr solicitor, or 
his agents. Hodge & Co, Truro, agents for Downing, 
aolicitor for the petitioners. 

Spearne Consols Mine Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 8, directed to be heard before the Vice Warden, at the Prince’s 
Hall, Truro, Tuesday, May 26, at 12. Attidavits intended to be used 
at the hearing, inopposition to the petition, must be filed at the 
Registrar’s Office, Truro,on or before May 22, and notice thereof 
must at the same time be given to the petitioner, his solicitor or his 
agents. Hodge and Co, Truro, agents for Downing, Redruth, solici- 
tor for the petitioner. 

Farpay, May 22, 1874. 
T.mirsp 1n CHANCERY. 

Blaen Caelan Company, Limited.—Petition for winding np, presented 
May 16, directed to be heard before the M.R., on June 6. Balden, 
Southampton buildings, Chancery lave, agent for Jones, Aberyst- 
with, solicitor for the petitioners. 

County Patatine or LANCASTER. 

New Liverpool Civil Service and Public Supply Company, Limited.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Mav 15, directed to be heard be- 
fore the Vice Chancellor, at Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s ina, on 
Tuesday, June 2, Gill, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 

Burra Burra Copper and Tin Mine Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented May 15, directed tobe heard before the Vice Warden 
at the Prince’s Hall, Truro, on Jane 1, at 10. Affidavits intended to 
be used at the hearing, ia opposition to the petition, must be filed at 
the Registrar's Office, Truro, on or before May 28, and notice thereof, 
must at the same time be given to the petitioner, his solicitor, or 
his agents. Hodge and Co, Truro, agents for Downing, Rodrath, 
petitioner’s solicitors, 

Great North Caradon Silver Lead and Copper Mining Company, Limi- 
ted.—Petition for winding up, presenced May 20, direc’ 
before the Vice Warden, at the Prince's Hail, ‘Truro, on Saturday, 
May 30, at li, Affidavits intended to be used at the o. Oden 
opposition to the petition, mast be filed at the Registrar's 
Truro, on or before May 28, and notice thereof musi at the same 
time be given to the petitioner his solicitors, or their agent. Paal, 
Truro, agent for Flux and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, petitioner's sol'- 


citors. 
Tuxspay, May 26, 1874, 
Unuimurrep in Omancray, 


National Mutual Shipping Assurance Association, — Petition for winding 
up, presented May 21, directed to be heard before V.C, Malins, oa 
June 5. James and Co, Ely place, agents for Whidborne and Tosar, 
Teignmouth, solicitors for the potitioners, 
























































































TRE RMAC 


piahener tei anche no her oeretetmannens ert oom teceiontbaaeen eerie" 





ATT 







aie argc Ay ign ee ora 





| 
4 
id 
4 
if 

















eee wee enn 





ee Ne ee Sone Oat aaron SST Od Soe WOT ENTS 


f 
i 
} 
ts 
é 
i 














582 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. May 30, 4187, 








Lim1Tep IN CHANCERY. 

British Slate Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 25, directed to be heard before V.C, Malins, on June 6. 
Miller and Miller, Sherborne lane, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Dimson Estate Fire Clay Company, Limited.—By an ordermade by V.C 
Malins, dated May 22, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Mathews and Mathews, Bedford row, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Stock, Share, and Finance Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented May 22, directed to besheard before V.C. Hall, on June 5, 
Fallows and Whitehead, Lancaster place, Strand, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Tahiti Cotton and Coffee Plantation Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, 
by an order fixed June 4, at 12, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. 

STANNARIES OF Devon, 

Gem Tin Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made by the Vice 
Warder, @ated May 13, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the above company be continued. Hodge and Co, Truro, 
agents for Kerly, Great Winchester st, eolicitor for the petitioner. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TvEspay, May 26, 1874. 

Cochran, George Blair, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Doctor. June 
ll. Black v Hussey, V.C. Hall 

Maclean, William, The Grove, Camberwell, Gent. June 23. Maclean 
v Goss, V.C. Bacon. Beaumont, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Morgan, John Henry, Oxford rd, Kilburn, Builder. July 1. Yeo v 
Bourne, V.C. Malins. Batt, Walbrook 

Gibson, Henry Gould, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. June 12, Hankey 
v Mann, V.C. Hall. Philipps, King William st, Strand 

Amor, John, Kentish Town rd, Builder. June 9. Cobbold v Amor, 
V.C. Malins. Day, South square, Gray’s ion 

Radclyffe, Edward William, Pall Mall, Picture Dealer. July 1. Her- 
man v Radclyffe, V.C. Malias. Taylor, Gray’s inn square 

Torrens, Robert, Craven Hill, Bayswater, Lieutenant-Colonel. June 
26. Torrens v Hilliard, M.R. Farrar, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
TcrespaYy, May 19, 1874. 
Alsop, Thomas, Northampton, Plumber, Alsop, Silver st 
Beusen, Eleanor, Leeds. June 17. Markland and Davy, 
Bowman, Henry, Youlgreave, Derby. Gent. July 14. Bowmss, 
Pendleton, Manchester. Taylor, Bakewell 
Brown, Charlotte Isabelia, Pembridge square, Bayswater. June ll. 
Simpson, Moorgate st 
Buller, Rev Heury John, West Parley, Dorsat. June 19. Rawlins, 
Wimborne Minster 
— George, Gaisford st, St Pancras, Gent. June 15. Cockram, 
‘iverton 
Carr, ace Bristol, Civil Engineer. July 1. Benson and Thomas, 
Bristol 


—— Henry, Middie Halton, Lancashire. June 16. Ryley, 


Gray, Adelie Geraldine, Selby, York. June 26. Gregory and Co, 

0! row 

Groves, Willlam, York, Cabinet Maker. Augusti. Walker, York 

lies, William, Bristol, Gent. June 30, Fussell and Co, Bristol 

Islip, John, Hichmond, Surrey, Wine and Cigar Merchant. June 18. 
Depree and Co, Church court, Old Jewry 

Marshall, Sarah, Broadwater, Surrey. Jnne 22. Prior and Co, Lin- 
coln-inn-fields 

McCann, John, "Olenenes rd, Lower Clapton, Esq. July 14. Dolan, 
Tokenhouse yard 

Myine, Mary Smith, Great Amwell, Hertford. June 30. Rivington and 
Son , Fenchurch build 

Prinsep, William, Wonersh, near ear om Surrey, Esq. June 16, 
Desborough and Son, Finsbury place South 

Rowiey, Henry Frederick, Westgate terrace, Kens ington, Captain. 
July 1. Desborough and Son, Fiasbury plece South 

—s Henry, Burnley, Lancashire, Engineer. June 15, Read, 


iy 
Smith, John Hugh, Boddington, Gloucester, Farmer. July 14. 
Heips, Gloucester 
Taylor, Sarah, Bedford gardens, Campden hiil, Kensington, Aug 1, 
Tatham and Sons, Staple inn, Holborn 
Thompson, George, Warley, Halifax,Gent. July1l. Jubb, Halifax 
a cee, Bishop Wearmoath, Durham, July 14, Ritson, 


Sander’ 
White, psor. a na J.P., Cheltenham, Gloucester. June 24, 


Palmer, 
Farpay May 22, 1874. 


Abud, Richard, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. July |. hee hes - ary 
Atkinson, John, ae Durhs 7 4 
i 
Bathurst, el Hon Geor; Wilton crescent. July 1. 
ant afte tina tena y 
Batty, Jane, York. July 1. Wood, York 
Beanland, John , Bradford, York, forgeman. June 25. Browning, 


Besrdsiey, William, Great Glenn, Leicester, Esq. July 7. Miles and Co, 
Boacherett, Emi Leamington, Warwick. August 1. Stuart 
and Baly, pm hy my ee % : 


¥ — Mer ae oe tn ea, Lancaster, Shop- 
keeper, Jane 30. Holden 
jue Cardross, July 


Carter, Tobe, “arches vi; tens, Monae otto ® 
1, Van Sandan and Cumming, King e 
pool, Lancaster. June 24, Dickson, Black- 
a 
Pe eet At Sean, Bom ge 


Chadwick, Ann, Black 
Codrington, Jane. July 1. Trenfield, 

Cotton, Dame Hephzibah, Finborough rd, Fulham rd, Jane 21. 
Cole and Co, Kesex st, Strand aor ie 


Glass, Sir Bichard Atwood, Moorlands, Southampton. July 15, 
Lawrence and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Greville, Rebecca, Loraine rd, Holloway. July1. Lawrence and Co, 
Old Jewry chambers 

Hawksworth, Charles, Sheffield, Gent. June 30. Fretson, Sheffield 

wy Thomas, Ladywood, Worcester, Farmer. July 31, Corbet, Kidder. 
minster 

Huddart, Frances Josephine, Bath. July 19. Symes and Co, Fen- 
church st 

> Thomas, Ruabon, Denbigh, Grocer. June 1. Jones, 

ngolle 

Jamison, Harriett, Louth, Lincoln, July 18. Gorham and Warner, 
Tonbridge 

Kingsmill, James, Camberwell New rd, Gent. June 24. Kempster 
Lower Kennington lane 

Lakin, George, York, Gent. July9. Phillips, York 

Leather, Betty, Bedford Leigh, Lancashire. June 30. Holden and 
Holden, Bolton 

Longue Ann, Kendal, Westmorland. June 24. Swainson, Jr., 
Kenda 

Malins, Maria, Ford, Bucks. June 27, Jamesand Horwood, Aylesbury 

Oglander, Sir Henry, Nunwell, Isle of Wight. August 1. Fardell, 

di 


Ryde 

Pearse, Charles, Newport, Cornwall. Jaly 16. Gurney and Co, 
Launceston 

Powell, Thomas, Tooley st, Southwark, Undertaker. July 1. Saffery 
and Hantley, Tooley st 

Rastall, ae ected Kings, Worcester. July 31. Corbett, Kidder- 
minste 

Shovelton, Joseph Prescot, Ramford, Lancaster, Innkeeper. July 1. 
Wright and ene, Wigan 

Stace, Mary, Maitland, Park villas, Haverstock hill, June 30. Young 
and Sons, Mark lane 

Stapleton, Hon Rev Jarvis, Sir Francis, Bart, Mereworth Rectory, Kent, 
duly 1. Cooper, Henley-on-Thames 

Teulon, Samuel Sanders, Craigs court, 1 Cross, Architect. June 

22. Lucas and Coe, Argyle st, Regent st 
i a Robert Doveton, Vizianagram, East Indies, Captain. August 
Turner, King st, Cheapside 

Wiliiamson, Thomas, March, Cambridge, Yeoman. July 1. Maule 

and Burton, Huntingdon 
TorspayY, May 26, 1874. 

Barratt, James, Bolts Green, Betchton, Chester, Farmer, and Hannah 
Barratt, Saudbach, Chester, July |. Latham and Bygott, Sandbach 

Burt, Alfred, Southampton, Archicect. July 18. Perkins, South- 
ampton 

Bedingfeld, John, Esq, Ditchingham Hall, Norfolk. August 1, 
Lawton and Warnes, Eve 

Brewer, Alfred, Sannois, France, Wire Weaver. June 30. Hooke and 
Street, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Chamberlayne, Denzil Thomas, Dartmouth, Devon, Esq. July 22, 
Capron and Co, Savile place, New Burlington st 

Charlies, Germain, Blackman st, Southwark, Commission Merchant. 
July31, Abrahams, and Roffey, Old Jewry 

Charteris, Hon Richard, Grosvenor square, Col. June 30. Hallowes 
and Co, Bedford row 

Demaus, Rev Robert, St Leovard’s terrace, Chelsea. June 24. Bailey 
and Child, Sioane st, Knightsbridge 

Derbyshire, Ralph, Manchester, Wheelwright, July 26. Sutton and 
Elliott, Manchester 

Edwards, Henry Ferne, Jeffery’s square, St Mary axe, Merchant. Jaly 
20. Brundrett and Co, King’s Bench walk 

Ford, Frederick, nce Somerset, June 24. Gregory 
and Co, Bedford ro 

Fuller, Henry William, Manchester square, Doctor. July 22. Fuller 
and Saltwell, Regent st 

Harwood, William James, Duke st, Lincoln’sinn fields, Carman. June 
16, Dodd, Reading 

Hawkins, Matthew, Essex rd, Islington, Gent. June 30. Hooke and 
Street, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hogan, William, Westbourne terrace, Merchant. July 15, Billing and 
Venn, Church court, Old Jewry 

Kimp, Benjamin, Sloane st, Chelsea, Lodging house, Keeper. June 
24, Baily and Child, Sloane st, Knights vridge 

Nisbett, George Frederick, Cambridge terrace, Hyde Park, Gent. June 
30. Wyatt, Bedford row 

Pomeroy, John Reed, Liverpool, Captain, Merchant Service. July 23, 
Lowless and , Marti n’s lane, Cannon st 

Southam, Mary, Worcester. June 24. Hughes, Worceste: 

Sprigg, Allen Rewecusbe, ~—, Kidderminster, Worcester. Gent. 
June 24. Talbot, Kidderminste 

a Samuel, Old Milverton Warwick, Farmer. July 21. Wright, 


tigon, Goon 

Wilson, rge, Hodsehill, Worcester, Farmer. June 24. Talbot, 
Kidderminster 

Winder, Jane, Clapham rd. June 22. Robinson, Lawrence lane, 
Cheapside 


Bankrupts. 
Tusspay, May 19, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar 
To Surrender ia ion, 
Beamish, George, Great James st, Bedford row, Gent. Pet May 2. 
Roche, June 4 at 11 
Coombs, Edwin, Lime st, Oil and Tar Broker. Pet May 14. Pepys. 
June 3 at 11 
Surrender in the Country. 
iseneeen, Chmmen, ee York, Builder. Pet May 15, Robinson. 
Bradford, June 5 at 9 
om ee Oe Carlisle, Chemist. Pet May 16. Halton, Care 
je, June 
Holden, John, and Joseph Bdmund Perry, Liverpool, Coal Merchants 
us ee © 15. Watson. Liver; June 2 


Metcalfe, hy Woodcliffe, Dacre Hill, Rock ee. Pet May 132, 
‘Wason. enhead, June 2 at 2 
Parker, George Oswald, Leeds, Yarn Merchant, Pot May 13. Marshall, 





Leeds, June 10 at 11 


& 2 os se ee om Mt: se eee ee 





May 30,1874. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


583 








Russell, Sarah, Hereford, Wine Merchant. Pet May 16, Reynolds. 
Hereford, June 5 at 1 
Sanders, William Edward, Barton-under-Needwood, Stafford, Stationer. 
-Pet May 13. Hubbersty. Burton upon-Trent, June 3 at 3 
Warburton, William, Manchester, Corn Merchant. Pet May 14. 
Kay. Manchester, June 4at 9 30 
Wye, James, Egham, Surrey, Gent. Pet May 16. Bell. 
June 6 at 12 
. Farpav, May 22, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Pasley, Hamilton Sabine, Leadenhall st, Commission Merchant. Pet 
May 22. Spring-Rice. June 22 at 12 
Prust, — Edward, Hackuey rd, Engineer. Pet May 20. Hazlitt, 
June 8 a 
Rodocanachi, Demetrius, and Theodore Rodocanachi, Bishopsgate st, 
Merchants. Pet April 30. Hazlitt. June 3 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Cleaver, James, Birmingham, Jeweller. Pet May 19. Chauntler. 
Birmingham, June 8 at 2 
Fellows, Charles John, Great Wyrley, Stafford, Brickmaker. Pet May 
18, Olarke. Walsall, June l2at 11.30 
. Pet May 18, 


Kingston, 


a 





Fowler, Frank, Heaton Norris, L hi e, P; 


Hyde. Stockport, June 5at 12 : 

Frost, Clement, Liverpool, Builder. Pet May 20. Watson. Liverpool, 
June 4 at 2 

Goodyear, John Lawson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Pet May 19. 
Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hauli. June 3 at 11 
Griffiths, Edwin, Hill Top West Bromwich, Stafford, Buyer and 


May 22. 





Seller of Scrap Iron. Pet May 20, Watson. Oldbury, June 3 at Il 
June 3 at 1 
Lambert, George Edwin. Priestfields, near Wolverhampton, Stafford, 
Bat 12 ‘ 
McCrae, Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford. Draper. Pet May 18. Clarke. 
Mills, Able, South Sheids, Durham, Boot Maker. Pet May {9 
Bradshaw. Newcastle, June 4 at 12 
Crisp. Worcester. June 3 at 12 
Molyneux, Roger Gordo+, Newhaven, Sussex, Ship Bnilder. Pet May 
Tusspay, May 26, 1874, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 
Jones, Willian Gresham rd, Brixton, Auctioneer, Pet May 22° 
Hami'toa, Sabine Pasley, Leadenhall st, Commission Merchant. Pet 
May 22. Spring-Rice' June, and not 22, at 2 
Blankley, William Henry, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Chemist. Pet May 
22, Uppleby, Linc ln, June 10a: 11 
Pet May 23. 
Waugh. Cockermouth 
Crook, !homas Brooks, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Account. 
Gibson, John Henry and George Gibson, Sheffield, Stock and Siare 
Brokers. Pet May 22. Wake. Sheffie'd, June 12 at 12 
Mair. June (0 at 1 
lawfo d, Jesse John, Heckmondwike, York, Wool Merchant. Pet. 
Lewis, Moses. Lewis and Solmon, Manchestor, Painters, Pet May 22. 
Kay. June 11 at 9.30 
Pet May 22. 
Kay. June 12 at 9.30 
BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Gorton, Anne, John Henry Gorton, and Samuel Gorton, Latchford, 
Chester, Bakers. May 14 
Turspay, May26, 1874. 
Langley, Edmund, Canton, near, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 20 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
FripaY, May 22, 1874. 
of Salt, High st, Tunstall 
Atkins, William Henry, Sheerness, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Jane 5 
Barden, William, Bradford. York, Beerhouse Keeper. Muy 29 at If at 
Offices of Rhodes, Duke et, tradford 
June 4 at 3 at offices of Duckworth, Brown st, Manchester 
ett, Edw und, High at, Poplar, Corn Dealer. June 1 at 2 at the 
Berry, Joun, Tetford, Lincolo, Beerhouse Keeper. June 4at 12 at the 
Lion Inn, Horncastie. Tweed, Horncasile 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birm ngham 
Blvore, William, Hanley, Stufford, Fireman. June 4at4 at 9 New 
Brown, Wiliiam Henry, Black Lion lane, Hammersmith, Lath Render. 
June 10 at 2 at offices uf Tilley and Liggins, Finsbury place South 
eshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Byars, David, Plaistow, Essex, Baker June 9 at 12 at offices of 
» Thomas, and William sutton Sawyer, Kensal Lime wharf, 
Harrow rd, Lime and Cement Merchants, Juno 6 at 11 at oftices 


Haining. Robert, Leicester, Draper. Pet May 18. Ingram. Leicester, 
Chain Manufacturer, Pet May 18. Clarke. Wolverhampton, June 
Wolverhampton, June 8 at 12 

Matthews, John, Upton-on-severn, Worcester, Baker, Pet May 18 
19, Blaker. Lewes, June 8 at 12 

Creditors must forward their proois of debts to the Registrar. 
Spring-Rice. June 9at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Brown, William Carter, Workington, Cumberland. 

Holden, June lla‘ 11 ~ 

Leach, William Macclesfield, Chester, Contectioner. Pet May 23. 

' Dewsbary, June 1) at 3 

Sinanian, Ellen, Greeuheys, near Manchester, Merchant, 

Faipay, May 22, 1874. 
, Jared, Biackburn, Lanca ster, Draper. May 18 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 

Aleock, William, Tunstall, Stafford, Butcher. June 3at 11 at offices 

atl at offices of Copland, Edward st, Sheerness 
umont, J gong reinge' rd, near Mapchest L ter, Contractor. 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Nind, Benet place, Gracechurch st 

Bleas, Uliver, Birmingham, Confectioner, June4 at 1 30 at offices of 
8t, Hanley, Welch, Longton 

Bush, Joseph, Hanley, stafford, Draper. June 5 at 3 at offices of 
Miller ana Smith, Salter’s Hall court, Cannon st 

of Macmulien, Praed at, Puddington 





Clay, Thomas, Burslem, Stafford, Beerseller. 
of Sutton, Hill Top, Burslem 

Crane, Elizabeth, Birmingham, Earthenware Dealers 
offices of Powe:l, Temple st, Birmingham 

Dewey, Samuel, Sheerness, Kent, Carpenter. 
Copland, Edward +t, Sheerness 

Dobson, Thomas, Varlington, Darham, Draper. 
of Dunn and Watson, High row, Darlington 

Douglas, Ro'ert, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Buot Dealer. June3 at 2 
at offices of Joel, Newgate st 

Erwin, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. June 5 at 11 at offices 
2 Hodge and Harle, Wellington place, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon- 

'yne 

Evans, James, Great Bridge st, West Bromwich, Stafford, Logineer. 
June 5 at 1) at offices of Jackson, Lo:nbard st, West Bromwich 

Ewart, Richard, Ravensthorpe, York, Grocer. June 4 at 1! at the 
Searberongh Hotel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Ridgway, Dewsbury °@ 

Freiwald, Isaac, Great Alie st, Goodman’s fieids, Zine and Tin-plate 
Worker. June 9 at 2 at offices of Pass, Pancras lane, Queen st, 
Cheapside 

Gard: er, John, and Richard Harding, Liverpool, Bedstead Manuface 
turers. June8 at 12 at offices of Quelch, Date st, Liverpool 

Green, Joseph, Leicester, Grocer. June 5 at 2 at offices of Fowler and 


Co, Griar lane, Leicester = 
Green, Michael, Batley, York,Grocer. June 2 at3 at the Royal Hotel, 
June 2 at 11 at offices of 


May 30 at 11 at offices 
June 5 at 11 at 
June 3 at 12 at offices of 
June 5 at 3 at offices 


Dewsbury. Invbetson, D-wsbury 

Gumbrell, William, Dartford, Kent, Builder. 
Parish, Queen Victoria st. Gibson,’Vartford 

Hall, Thomas, Nordley, near Bridgnorth, Salop, Carpenter. 
12.30 at offices of Haslewood and Son, Bridgnorth 

Hammond, Jonn, Stockport, Chester, Hat M:nufacturer. June 10 at $ 
at offices of Addieshaw and Warbarton, King st, Manchester 

Hands, Heury, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Grocer. June 8 at |? at offices 
of Chessayre, Regent st, Cheltenhan 

Hare, Eamund, Aipha place, Caledonian rd, Deal Furniture Manufac- 
turer. June 6 at 10.30 at offices of Briant, Winchester House, Old 
Broad st 

Harrison, Richard, Samuel Harrison, and John Bowdea, Whalley, near 
Blackburn, Lancashire, Cotton Manutacturers Juaue 2 at 4 at the 
Palatine Hotel, Manchester. Learoyd and Learoyd, Huddersfield 

Hawker, William Henry Cox, Exeter, Organ Builder. Juae 6 at Il at 
othces of Huggins, Paul st 

Hodgkinsoa, George Henry, Edge Hill, Liverpool, Tailor. June 3 at3 
at offices of Sheen ana Broadhurst, North Joun st, Liverpool. Gee, 
Liverpool 

Holland, Isaac, Manningtree, Essex, Whitesmith. June 5 at 4 at 
o‘hees of Jones, Butt rd, Colchester 

Hope, Raiph Taylor, Manchester, Printer. June 9'at 2.30 at offices of 
N ittall and Son, Jackson’s row, Minc hester 

Horton, John, Walsall, Stafford, Shopkeeper. June 4 at 11 at offices of 
Sianley, B idge st, Walsall 

Howett, Anna Elizabeth, Brighton, Sussex, Boarding House Keeper. 
June 5 at 3 at offices of Nye, Norta si, brigh.on 

Iddison, William Holdsworth, Manchester, Twine Merchant. June 8 
at 3 at the White Bear Hotel, riccadilly, Mancnester. Whitlow, 
Manchester 

James, Altred, Bexley, Kent, Draper. May 30 at 11 at oifices of Kent, 
Basinghall st. Perry, Ludgate hill 

Jenkins, James, Grafton st, Fitsroy square. out of business. Mag 
28 at 10 at the Pine Apple Hotel, Carlisle st, Portman market. 
Fulcher, Businghal! st 

Joseph, Julia, (a_herine st, Strand, out of business. May 29 at Ilat 
offices of Wi tis, St Martin’s court, Leice-ter square 

Kinchant, John Robert Nathaniel, Nantiago. Selop, (1. rk in Holy Orders. 
June 5 at 1% at the Clarendon Hotel, Pride nill, Sarewsvury. Walker 

Kn tt, Frederick, Sydenham, Kent, Grocer. June s at tl at offices of 
M y, Syk s, «nd Ba:ten, Adelaide pla e, London Br dze 

Larcome, Wiisiiam James, Southampton West, out of ba-iness, 
at ll at offices of Moore and Bowers, Wimburue Minster 

Lingard, Kobert, jun, Lea Marson, Warwick, out of business. Jane 3 at 
3 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingnam 

Lovell, George william, Birmingham, Tailor. June 2 at 10.15 at offices 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Lowndes, Matthow, Congleton, Chester, Journeyman Joiner. 
at 11 at ottices of Ceoper, Mill st, Congleton 

Ludiow, Danie!, Newport, Monmouth, ‘omm ssio. Agoaat. 
2 at the Swan Hotel, Tewkesbury. Gidbs, Newport 

March, James, Featherston st, City rd, Commercial Traveller. Jane 6 
at lz at offices, of Holmes, Fenchurch st 

Marsh, Samuel, West Bromwich, S'afford, lron Mereh vas, 
at offices of Duignan and Uo, Russel! st, We tiesdacy 

Marshall, Cha:tes, Southwark Bridge rd, Wine Merchant. June lat? 
at the Guildhali Coffee house, Gresham st. Reed and Lovell, Basing- 
hall st 

Marshall, James. Balsall Heath, Worcester, Builder. Jane 2 at 12 at 
offices of Fa lows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Mayer, August, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. June $ at |] at Barker's 
Temce-ance Hotel, Bridge st West, Middiesburougt, Rainbdridge 
Middlesbureugh 

Motiarg, William, Dudley, Worcester, Travelli ¢ Draper. 
3 at cifices otf Bowen, Mount Pieasant, silston 

Mc Manus, William, blackbarn, Lancash:re, Innkeeper. 
offices of R dciiffe, Clayton st, Blackburn 

Meils, Frederick, Great Grimsby, Lino In, Grocer. June 6 at 11 at 
ofttices of Grange and Wintringham, West 5+ Mary's gate, Great 
Grimsby 

Mercer, Bdward, Osset, York, not in business. June 8 at 3 at offices of 
Stringe: , Osvets 

Milier, Wiliam. Bolton, Lancashire, Beersoller. June 5 at 2 at 9, Fox 
at, Preston. Blackharst 

Milnes, Thomas, Hahfax, York, Whitesmith. June 5 a: 3 at offices of 
Rnodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Morgan, Thowar James, Bargoed, Glamorean, Grooer, June tl at 12 
at offices of James, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Mornay, Joseph, S.lford, Lancashire, Builder, June 3 at 3 at the 
Court House, Encombe place, Salford Huitoa * 

Neuburger, Salomon, Wood st, Importer of Ar.ificia: Fiowera, June 2b 
at 12 at offices uf Turner, London Bridge Radway approach 


June 9 at 


June 2 


June 8 


June 2 at 


June 3 at il 


Jane 6 at 


June 4atll at 





} 


1 at 


Scotts 2 oaks hae eemeeme . 
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Nicholls, Stephen, Deeply Vale, near Bury, Lancashire, Paper Manu- 
faeturer. June 5 at 3 et the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Man- 
chester, Grundy and Co, Bury 

North, Frederick, Readiny, Berks, Confectioner. June 4 at 10 at offices 
of Dodd, Friar St, Reading 

Nurden, William, Chipping Norton, Oxford, eens June 5 at 11 
at offices of Iface, West st, Chipping Norto 

Nye, Charles, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Some. Jeweller. June 1 at 12 
at offices of Buchanan, Basinghall st 

Oey, Edward Willis, Barr’s buildings, Bath st, Curtain rd, Cabinet 

Manufacturer. June 5 at 11 at the Masons’ Tavern, Masons’ avenue. 
Hicks, Annis rd, South Hackney 

Padgett, George, Tdle, York, Cloth Manufacturer. June 1 at ll at 
effices of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

Parry, Henry, Lianberis, Carnarvon, — June 2 at 1l at offices 
of Jones and Robe.ts, Church st, Carnarvo 

Parsons, John Henry, and Charles Victor Westin, Cardiff, Glamorgan, 
Tailors. June 4 at 11 at offices of Stephens, Bute crescent, Bate 
Docks, Cardiff 

Parsons, William Henry, Bristol, Potato Merchant. June 6 at 11 at 
offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Fussell and Co, 


Bristol 
Payn, Albert Edward, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Draper. June 9 at 12 
offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury 
Pepper, Edward, Ipswich, Suffolk, Job Master’s Assistant. June 5at 11 
at offices of Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 
Phillips, Richard, and Benjamin Nash, Mincing lane, Metal Merchants. 
June 4 at 2.20 atthe Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Elmslie and 
Co, Leadenhal) st 
Pink, Thomas, Donnington rd, Willesden, Builder.. June 4 at 2 at 
offices of Tilley and Liggins, Finsbury place, South 
Powell, Frederick Gover, and George Rennie Hutton Powell, Bristol, 
Wine Merchants. May 30 at 12 at offices of Hancock and Co, Guild- 
hall, Broad st, Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 
Reynolds, Frederick, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Garden Furniture. 
June 5 at 2.30 at offices of Reece and Harris, New st, Birmingham 
Richardson, Joseph, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. June lat 11 
at offices of Jeffery, Market square, Northampton 
Sims, Henry, Compton Holloway, near Wolverhampton, Stafford, 
Refiner. June 6 at 1) at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolver- 
hampton 
Bloane, Samuel, and Henry Clarkson, Jarrow-upon-Tyne, Durham, 
Boiler Builders. June 4 at 2 at offices of Robson, Townhall, Gates- 
head-on-Tyne 
Southall, Samuel, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Fruiterer. June | at 11.30 
at offices of Homfray and Holbertoa, High st, Brierley Hill 
ock, James, Longport, Burslem, Stafford, Wheelwright. June 4 
at 3 at offices of Hollingshead, Market st, Tunstall 
Tranter, John, Brownhills, Stafford, Draper. June 8 at 11 at the 
Union Hotel, Union st, Birmingham. Shakespeare, Oldbury 
Gelderen, Jaques Van, Middlesborough, York, Surgeon Dentist. Jane 
9 at 3 at offices of Ball, Church st, West Hartlepool 
Vincent, St John Edward, Northampton. Livery Stable Keeper. June 
5 at 1 at the George Hotel, Northampton. Conquest, Bedford 
Walker, John Hawksby, Manchester, Feat Dealer. June 3 at 3 at the 
Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Whitlow, Manchester 
Webb, Richard, Chatham, Kent, Silversmith. June 2 at 2 at the 
Mason’s Hall ‘Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Winch, Chatham 
Witherspoon, Joseph, ‘Walsall, Stafford, Cashier. June 3 at 11 at 
Offices of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Woodward, Eiward, Birmingham, Chemist. June 4 at 11 at offices ot 
Taylor, Waterloo | st, Birmingham 
Wright, John, Warley, Halifax, York, Farmer. May 29 at 3 at the 
New inn, Bradford. Boocock, Halifax 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressive tax 
pon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPAN Y, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Office, 2 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 





YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 4 sae eee, 


Ewery description of ~~ 
pace Bills and Answers Catalogues 
Appeals Prospectuses 
Pantamentary Minutes — 
oks lewspa 
Pamphlets psc om gy 
Reports Posters 
Rules Handbills, &c., &c. 





ARR’S, 265, STRAND. 
Dinners (from ae sg vegetables &c., Is. 64., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s. and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable sccomp.smiment of “tight wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of sae “ouse, and thatis in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at. two shillings @ bottle, or you may be supplied 
} a half a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864, 
The 1 ae Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dinners(from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d, 





ANSION HOUSE BENGAL FAMIN 
RELIEF FUND. 


Under the patronage of her Most Gracious Majesty the Dost who 
contributes £1,000; H.R.H. the Prince of WALES, 
£800 ‘and HRH. the Dake of EDINBURGH,’ whove ¢ 
is £250. 


The Right Hon. ANDREW LUSK, M.P., Lord Mayor, Chairman, © 


At a PUBLIC MEETING held in the Egyptian Hall of the Mansion | 
House, on Tuesday, April 14, 1874—the Right Hon. the Lorp Ma 
in the chair—the following resolutions were unanimously carried :—~ — ; 

Proposed by the Most Hon. the Marquis of Satissury (Secretary of 
State for India), and seconded by the Right Hon. Lonp Lawrenos, 
G.C.B. :—“ That this meeting is convinced that tho distress which p 
vails in certain districts in the Provinces of Bengal and Behar is 
and widespread, and certain to conti for many It the: 
appeals to the people of England to come forward and assist in 
efforts which the Government of India are making to meet the calae 
mity and save human life.” 

Proposed by Professor Fawoerr, and seconded by the Right 
Lorp Stantey of Atpertey:—"‘ Tnat this meeting, fully impressed 
with the necessity of continued exertion to augment the means 
charitable reliefin the famine-stricken districts, pledges itself to 
port the efforts of the Mansion House Executive Relief Committee t 
raise further subscriptions, and is strongly of opinion that this Com- | 
mittee should not relax in its appeals to the public.” 4 

Proposed by Mr. C. Meenegsueya, and seconded by Mr. ARBUTH] 
NOT That t the best thanks of this meeting be Piven to the Right 
Hon. the Lorp Mayor for his conduct in the chair.’ 

The funds subscribed will be devoted to the alleviation of dist 
which cannot easily be reached by Gover tal iaterft 

Subscriptions may be forwarded tothe Lorp Mayos, or the following” 
banks: The Imperiai Bank, Lothbary, E.C.; Messrs, ‘Glyn, Mills, and 
Co., Lombard-street ; Messrs. Coutts and Co., 59, Strand; Messrs, : 
Herries, Farquhar, and Co., St. James’s-street, 3.W.; and National Bani 
of India, 80, King William-street. Cash payments should be made in| 
the office of the Private Secretary to the Lonp Mayor (Mr. Vane), 


the Mansion House. 
JOHN R.8. VINE, Secretary. 
G. J. W. WINZAR, Cashier. 








May 29th, 1874. 





Just published, Royal 8vo., price 7s. 6d., cloth. 


HE JUDICATURE AOT, 1873, ANN OTATED. 
—The Supreme Court of J) udicavure Act, 1873, with Explanatory 
Notes. By F. O. Haynes, of Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister-at-law, late 
Fellow of ‘Cains College, Cambridge. 
London : W. Maxwe.t & Son, 29, Fleet-street. 





THE FOURTH ANNUAL SUPPLEMENT TO FISHER’S DIGEST 
This day is published, in royal 8vo., price 163. boards, 4 


DIGEST of the REPORTED DECISIONS of 
ALL THE COURTS, including the Irish; with a Collection ¢ 
Cases overruled and impeached, and references to the Statates, Rules ” 
and Orders of Court, from Hilary Term, 1873 .to Hilery Term, iets 
By R. A, Fisner, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at- Law. 
London: H. Sweer, 3, Chancery-lane, Law Publisher. 


LMER’S PRACTICE in LUNAOY (New Edi 
tion), adapted to ‘The Lunacy Regulation Acts, 1853 and- 
1862,” with Schedule and Notes of Cases and Decisions ; Duties of Com=_ 
mittees of Person and Estate; Forms, Costs, Statutes, General Orde 
and Index (21s, cloth). 


London: Srevens & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane. 








Second Edition, 28. 6d. 


R. SCRATCHLEY’S WARNING to BENEFIT: 

BUILDING SOCIETIES on the Financial Dangers to which’ 

their Members and Directors are exposed, 
May be obtained of Messrs. Larron, 150, Fleet-street, London. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notices 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily p 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CE 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. 0 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, © 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 
een en kaka ha ier ae 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


MPROVED and ECONOMIC COOKERY.—Use 

LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT as“ stock” for beet 

tea, soups, made dishes and sauces; gives fine favour and great 

strength. Invariably adopted in houseacids when fairly tried. 
Cast: on.—Genuine only with, Baron Liebig’s facsimile across label. 
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